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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was threefold. Phase I 
involved a reconstruction of the Change Facilitator Style of 
Principal (CFSP) instrument developed by Bost and Ruch 
(1986). Phase II was an ex post facto study that 
investigated teachers' perceptions of their principals' 
change facilitator style and of their autonomy, and Phase 
III encompassed the collection of qualitative data.
The questionnaire originally developed by Bost and Ruch 
(1985) had some inadequate psychometric properties. These 
inadequacies were uncovered and further explored by 
examining the frequency distributions of the items from a 
previous study, and by conducting a construct validation of 
the instrument.
During Phase II, the reconstructed CFSP questionnaire 
was administered to teachers to investigate their 
perceptions of the predominant and mixed change facilitator 
styles of principals. The Attitudes of Professional 
Autonomy questionnaire, developed by Forsyth and Danisiewicz 
(1985), was also administered to the same teachers to 
explore their perceptions of interpersonal and 
organizational autonomy in their schools. The independent
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variables for Phase II were school level socioeconomic 
status and effectiveness level, and the dependent variables 
were teachers' perceptions of principals' change facilitator 
style and their perceptions of autonomy.
Results from Phase II confirmed and expanded Evans'
(1988) findings, which indicated that more Responders were 
present in ineffective schools. There was evidence that 
teachers perceived their principals as exhibiting mixed 
styles. The three most popular mixed styles selected were: 
Initiator-Manager, Manager-Initiator, and Responder-Manager.
After separating the data into principals with greater 
than and less than twelve years experience, other 
hypothesized and auxiliary findings were also confirmed. 
Principals with greater than 12 years experience were more 
likely to be perceived as Initiators in effective schools, 
and as Responders in ineffective schools. Results from the 
autonomy questionnaire indicated that teachers in middle-SES 
schools perceived themselves as having significantly more 
interpersonal autonomy than teachers in low-SES schools.
Phase III encompassed the collection of qualitative 
data from an effective middle- and an effective low-SES 
school. Findings reaffirmed the importance of context and 
the experience of the principal. Findings also indicated 





The study of effective schools is of interest to 
everyone involved in the educational process from policy 
makers, to educational professionals, to students, to 
parents. The study of leadership in schools seems to be of 
equal interest. Research in these two areas has been 
ongoing for many years and findings indicate that we have 
identified several factors that contribute to effective 
schools and effective leadership styles.
In the recent past, more attention has been given to 
context factors and to teacher autonomy. Context should be 
taken into consideration when implementing policies, since 
the implementation of new policies based on research 
findings does not begin with an empty slate. Consideration 
of teacher attitudes is also important if reform initiatives 
are going to be implemented "where it matters" — in the 
classroom. Attention to the issue of teacher autonomy has 
been found to be crucial to the success of many change 
efforts.
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The effective functioning of social systems from the 
local PTA to the United States of America is assumed to be 
dependent on the quality of their leadership (Vroom, 1976). 
Similarly, the degree of effectiveness of a school is 
largely dependent upon the leadership of the principal 
(Levine and Lezotte, 1990). While many studies of effective 
schools identify the crucial role played by the principal, 
(e.g., Firestone and Wilson, 1989; Firestone and Corbett, 
1988; Leithwood and Montgomery, 1982; Mortimore and Sammons, 
1987; Murphy, 1992; Purkey and Smith, 1983; Stringfield and 
Teddlie, 1991) there are fewer studies that have 
incorporated socioeconomic status (SES) as a context 
variable (Evans and Teddlie, in press; Hallinger and Murphy, 
1985, 1986; Stringfield, Teddlie, and Suarez, 1985; Teddlie, 
Stringfield, Wimpelberg, and Kirby, 1989).
Findings from studies that have incorporated SES 
suggest that different leadership styles may be necessary in 
order to get optimal results from schools that differ 
according to SES. The SES status of the school, 
effectiveness of the school, and the teachers7 perceptions 
of their principal's leadership style will be a major focus 
of this study. The three leadership styles that will be 
used in this work were identified by Hall, Rutherford, Hord, 
and Huling (1984) as Initiator, Manager, and Responder.
In addition to leadership styles in schools differing 
according to SES and effectiveness, this work will also
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explore teachers' perceptions of their autonomy in effective 
and ineffective middle- and low-SES schools. Schools are 
constantly undergoing change, and teachers are often times 
the ones responsible for the implementation of new programs. 
Teacher autonomy as reported by Parish and Arends (1982), 
"not only influenced the aspects of the various programs 
that would be used, it also decided its ultimate fate"
(P.7) .
If differences are found among teachers' perceptions of 
principals' leadership styles in elementary schools that 
differ according to SES and effectiveness (e.g. Hallinger & 
Murphy 1986; Teddlie & Stringfield 1993), then we should be 
able to predict which types of leadership styles would best 
be suited for elementary schools that differ according to 
these dimensions. If teachers in less effective elementary 
schools perceive greater autonomy than teachers in more 
effective elementary schools, then we would want to give 
serious consideration to promoting the elementary school as 
a tightly linked structure where the staff works closely 
together to achieve a common school mission.
Theoretical Constructs
Principal's Leadership Styles 
Based on a series of research studies Hall et al.
(1984) identified three leadership styles that principals
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use when implementing improvement efforts in schools: 
Initiator, Manager, and Responder (also referred to as 
Change Facilitator Styles, CFS).
Initiators are very involved with any change effort. 
They emphasize long range plans, and make decisions based on 
these plans. They monitor teachers and students regularly 
and are task oriented. Their relations with the faculty are 
very formal and meaningful, and they welcome some teacher 
input. High expectations and directness are other 
characteristics of Initiators. Initiators seem to be 
proactive leaders.
The behavior of Managers is of a broader range. They 
monitor teachers and students, but in a less formal manner. 
Interactions with faculty members is of a more relaxed 
nature, yet still meaningful. Teacher input is given more 
consideration. Managers seem to be interactive leaders.
Responders are very different from Initiators and 
Managers. They seem to be reactive leaders. Goals are 
short term, and the interactions with their staff are social 
and informal. Traditional administrative tasks are a focal 
point in maintaining a smooth-running school. These 
principals do very little monitoring of teachers and believe 
they need little guidance.
The relationships between these Change Facilitator 
Styles used by the principal and the degree of successful 
implementation of programs was found to be increasingly
positive as one moves from the Responder, to the Manager, to 
the Initiator style (Vandenberghe, 1988; Schiller, 1988). 
Initiator and Manager style principals had schools with more 
positive climates than did Responder style principals in 
these studies.
Evans and Teddlie (in press) studied principals' change 
facilitator styles as perceived by teachers in schools that 
differ by effectiveness and SES context and found several 
significant differences. In effective low-SES schools, 
principals showed more initiating behaviors than in 
ineffective low-SES schools. In the ineffective low-SES 
group, there were more Responders and fewer Initiators. The 
most commonly found type of principal in the effective and 
ineffective middle-SES schools was Managers. What 
distinguishes an effective Manager from an ineffective one 
in middle-SES remains to be found.
Teacher Autonomy
Attempting to rekindle interest in a theoretical 
explanation of professionalism, Forsyth and Danisiewicz
(1985) presented a model which concentrates on the power 
exercised by individual members of an occupation through the 
concept of autonomy. Autonomy "involves the feeling that 
the practitioner ought to be allowed to make decisions 
without external pressures from clients, from others who are 
not members of his profession, or from his employing
organization (Hall, 1969, p.82). Attitudes of autonomy are 
crucial, "since the individual reacts to his perception of 
the situation and his attitude reflects the manner in which 
he perceives his work" (Hall, 1969, p.81).
Forsyth and Danisiewicz (1985) studied patterns of 
attitudinal autonomy in different occupations on two 
different dimensions— autonomy from clients and autonomy 
from the employing organization. They hypothesized that 
students preparing for true professions will exhibit 
attitudinal autonomy from both future clients and their 
anticipated employing organization; and that students 
preparing for the semi-professions will exhibit attitudinal 
autonomy from either future clients or their employing 
organization, but not both. In their study, education 
students scored above the mean on client autonomy only.
Chauvin (1992) studied attitudinal autonomy and 
determined that interpersonal autonomy (referred to by 
Forsyth and Danisiewicz as autonomy from clients) reflects a 
broader conception than just the desire to be autonomous 
from clients (i.e. students), but also from co-workers and 
other individuals with whom teachers interact.
Interpersonal autonomy also involves teachers maintaining 
higher levels of allegiance to professional convictions in 
reference to their roles and decision-making.
Organizational autonomy when applied to schools, represents
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individuals' preference to act independently of 
organizational influence and rules.
Previous Empirical Findings
Hallinger and Murphy's (1986) study of eight elementary 
schools in California specifically analyzed the differences 
between high- and low-SES effective schools. One of their 
findings indicated differences of instructional leadership 
between the high- and low-SES effective schools. In low-SES 
schools the principal maintained tight control over 
classroom instruction, while principals in high-SES schools 
exercised less direct control. Principals also differed on 
task versus relationship orientation. In low-SES schools, 
they emphasized task orientation, while in high-SES schools 
a relationship orientation was emphasized more. A task 
orientation emphasizes the completion of a given activity, 
while a relationship orientation emphasizes two-way 
communication between the principal and teachers (Hallinger 
& Murphy 1986, p. 341).
Hallinger and Murphy (1986) also found a difference 
between the role the principal played in linking the school 
and the community. Principals in effective low-SES schools 
made fewer efforts to involve parents in decision making and 
other areas. They acted as "buffers, carefully controlling 
access to the school and protecting the school's program 
from outside influences that might dilute its effectiveness"
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(Hallinger & Murphy 1986, p. 344). Surprisingly, the role 
of principals in high-SES schools was shaped to a large 
degree from expectations of parents.
In less affluent schools Wimpelberg (1987) found that 
assertive, very proactive, "initiator" types of principals 
have been associated with effectiveness. Teddlie, et al.
(1989), also investigated SES as a context variable in 
effective schools. Their findings indicated that one of the 
three characteristics that effective low- and middle-SES 
schools differ on is instructional leadership. In a recent 
synthesis of the research initially described in Teddlie, 
Falkowski, Stringfield, Desselle, and Garvue (1984), Teddlie 
and Stringfield (1993) concluded that effective middle-SES 
principals acted more like Managers, while effective low-SES 
principals acted like Initiators.
Responders are typically not found in effective schools 
since they lack long-range goals, mainly focusing on 
traditional administrative tasks. When change does occur in 
their schools, usually someone else implements and maintains 
the change.
According to Evans and Teddlie (in press), the results 
from the Hallinger and Murphy (1985, 1986, 1987) studies and 
the Teddlie et al. (1984, 1989) studies confirm three 
hypotheses: (1) teachers perceived principals as having
different leadership styles across effectiveness and SES 
categories; (2) Initiators were more likely to be present in
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effective low-SES schools than in ineffective low-SES 
schools; (3) ineffective schools were more likely to have 
Responders as principals. In addition to this, further 
analysis of their data (Evans & Teddlie, in press) indicate 
that teachers perceive mixed styles (one predominant, one 
secondary) of leadership in their principals. Common mixed 
styles found in both the Seibel (1986) and Evans' studies 
were Initiators-Managers, Manager-Initiators, and Manager- 
Responders.
"Professional autonomy seems undeniable in schools. 
Teachers work alone in their classrooms, are relatively 
unobserved by colleagues and administrators, and possess 
broad discretionary authority over their students" (Hoy and 
Miskel, 1987, p. 139). Teacher autonomy is defined by 
Charters (1974) as the teacher's belief that s/he is free of 
external disruption, constraints, and control in the 
performance of the instructional role. Studies of teachers' 
sense of autonomy have usually measured teachers' feelings 
in relation to principal control or influence.
Based on the conceptualizations of Blauner (1964) and 
Lortie (1969), the research staff at Oregon's Center for 
Educational Policy and Management (Charters, 1978) developed 
a scale to measure teachers' sense of work autonomy. 
According to their scale, teachers who feel autonomous 
establish their own rhythm and pace of daily activities and 
determine which students they will work more closely with in
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their classrooms. Teachers feel free to: try out new 
teaching ideas, use whatever instructional materials they 
think will work with their class, and say whatever they wish 
to the pupils in their classrooms.
Teachers are considered to be less autonomous if they 
feel that their teaching techniques are closely controlled 
in their school. They may feel like they are constantly on 
guard against doing or saying the wrong things in their 
class. Teachers may feel pressured from the administration 
concerning how they spend their time in class.
Bratlie (1987) reports that some teachers enjoy 
relative autonomy with respect to classroom instruction. He 
presents a conversion model depicting four phases of a 
process by which teachers become converted to a different 
instructional approach. The model presents teachers as 
professionals capable of making instructional decisions 
based on the needs of students.
The model also takes the principal's influence into 
consideration. Some studies support the effective principal 
being able to influence the staff to assume ownership of a 
mission, placing less emphasis on teacher autonomy. By 
using stories, traditions, and rituals, the principal can 
induce staff members to assume ownership of a change effort. 
This type of influence of the principal is present in a more 
bureaucratic setting.
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Based on the works of Hallinger and Murphy (1985, 1986) 
and Teddlie et al. (1989), Evans and Teddlie (in press) 
raised the following questions for further investigation: 
'•Why is it that initiators are very common in effective low- 
SES schools, but much less so in effective middle-SES 
schools? Do they violate norms of teacher autonomy at the 
middle-SES schools?" (Evans and Teddlie, in press). This 
study attempted to reveal greater insight into teacher 
autonomy norms in middle- and low-SES schools.
Purpose of Study
The present study was threefold in nature. In the 
first phase a refinement of the instrument called Change 
Facilitator Style of Principal (CFSP) developed by Bost and 
Ruch (1985) was done. Some inadequate psychometric 
properties were revealed, and the probability of social 
desirability of some of the items caused concern. In 
addition to this, a construct validation study of the 
instrument was conducted that caused further concern.
The second phase was also threefold. First, an attempt 
was made to retest hypotheses used in the Evans and Teddlie 
(in press) study using better instrumentation. Secondly, in 
addition to predominant styles, perceptions of mixed style 
categories were explored. Finally, perceptions of teacher 
autonomy in schools that differed according to SES and 
effectiveness were also explored.
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In the third phase qualitative data was gathered. An 
attempt was made to more thoroughly investigate two 
principal's who were both perceived to be Manager- 
Initiators. One principal was in an effective middle-SES 
school, and the other in an effective low-SES school.
Hypotheses
Based on research discussed more extensively in the 
literature review (Chapter Two), it is predicted in this 
study that there will be a greater proportion of Initiators 
in effective low-SES schools, a greater proportion of 
Managers in effective middle-SES schools, and a greater 
proportion of Responders in ineffective middle- and 
ineffective low-SES schools. These hypotheses have been 
extended in this study to also include mixed managerial 
styles. Hypotheses four through nine explore possible 
relationships between interpersonal and organizational 
autonomy in effective/ineffective and middle- and low-SES 
schools. Specific hypotheses are as follows:
Hypothesis One: There will be significant differences in the 
proportion of principals identified as Initiators, Managers, 
and Responders by their teachers in effective as opposed to 
ineffective schools.
Hypothesis One A : A higher proportion of principals 
will be perceived as Initiators by their teachers 
in effective as opposed to ineffective schools.
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Hypothesis One B ; A higher proportion of principals 
will be perceived as Managers by their teachers in 
effective as opposed to ineffective schools.
Hypothesis One C : A higher proportion of principals 
will be perceived as Responders by their teachers 
in ineffective as opposed to effective schools. 
Hypothesis Two: There will be significant differences in the 
proportion of principals identified as Initiators in 
effective low-SES schools as opposed to ineffective low-SES 
schools.
Hypothesis Two A : A higher proportion of principals 
will be perceived as Initiators by their teachers 
in effective low-SES schools as opposed to 
ineffective low-SES schools.
Hypothesis Two B : A higher proportion of principals 
will be perceived as Initiator-Managers by their 
teachers in effective low-SES schools as opposed 
to ineffective low-SES schools.
Hypothesis Three; There will be significant differences in 
the proportion of principals identified as Managers in 
effective middle-SES schools as opposed to ineffective 
middle-SES schools.
Hypothesis Three A : A higher proportion of principals 
will be perceived as Managers by their teachers in 
effective middle-SES schools as opposed to 
ineffective middle-SES schools.
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Hypothesis Three B : A higher proportion of principals 
will be perceived as Manager-Initiators by their 
teachers in effective middle-SES schools as 
opposed to ineffective middle-SES schools.
Hypothesis Four: Teachers in middle-SES schools will 
perceive themselves as having more organizational autonomy 
than will teachers in low-SES schools.
Hypothesis Five: Teachers in middle-SES schools will 
perceive themselves as having more interpersonal autonomy 
than will teachers in low-SES effective schools.
Hypothesis Six: Teachers in ineffective schools will 
perceive themselves as having more organizational autonomy 
than will teachers in effective schools.
Hypothesis Seven: Teachers in ineffective schools will 
perceive themselves as having less interpersonal autonomy 
than will teachers in effective schools.
Hypothesis Eight: Teachers in effective, low-SES schools 
will perceive themselves as having the lowest organizational 
autonomy of the four groups (effective low-SES; effective 
middle-SES; ineffective low-SES; ineffective middle-SES). 
Similarly, teachers in ineffective middle-SES schools will 
perceive themselves as having the greatest organizational 
autonomy of the four groups.
Hypothesis Nine: Teachers in effective middle-SES schools 
will perceive themselves as having the most interpersonal 
autonomy of the four groups. Similarly, teachers in
15
ineffective low-SES schools will perceive themselves as 
having the least interpersonal autonomy.
Rationale for the Hypotheses
This study consists of the replication and extension of 
previous studies (Evans 1988; Evans and Teddlie, in press; 
Hallinger and Murphy, 1986; Teddlie, et al. 1985, 1989) plus 
the testing of original hypotheses based on suggestions from 
Abbot and Caracher (1987), Forsyth and Danisiewicz (1985), 
Rosenholtz (1987), Tyler (1985), and Murphy (1992). The 
replication portion is related to teachers' perceptions of 
Principal's Change Facilitator Styles, using revised and 
improved instrumentation. The extension portion concerns 
looking at the occurrence of mixed Change Facilitator 
Styles, as well as predominant styles. The new hypotheses 
refer to teachers' perceptions of their autonomy using the 
Attitudes of Professional Autonomy (APA) scale to determine 
how scores on it are related to school effectiveness and 
SES.
Based on findings described extensively in Chapter Two, 
a portion of this study is based on conclusions suggested by 
Hallinger and Murphy (1986) and Teddlie et al. (1985, 1989) 
and partially confirmed by Evans and Teddlie (in press). 
These researchers found significant differences in the 
proportions of principals identified as Initiators,
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Managers, and Responders in effective as opposed to 
ineffective schools.
Hall and George (1988) suggested the merging and 
blending of different Change Facilitator Styles. The Seibel
(1986) and Evans' (1988) studies both found that teachers 
perceived their principals as employing combinations of 
principal Change Facilitator Styles (Initiator-Manager, 
Manager-Initiator, Manager-Responder, and Responder- 
Manager). Based on the suggestions from the Evans & Teddlie 
(in press) study, hypotheses in this study will investigate 
mixed style categories.
Murphy's (1992) review of school effects research, as 
well as the Tyler (1985) and Abbot and Caracher's (1987) 
studies, place emphasis on tightly coupled models of schools 
for future school effectiveness research. Teachers in 
tightly coupled schools are assumed by these authors to have 
less autonomy. On the other hand, other researchers (i.e., 
Rosenholtz, 1987; Parish and Arends, 1982) have postulated 
that teachers perceive greater autonomy in more effective 
schools. A portion of this study explored teachers' 
autonomy in schools that differed according to effectiveness 
and SES.
In summary, Hypotheses One, One A, One C, Two, and Two 
A were attempts to replicate Evans and Teddlie (in press). 
Hypotheses One B, Three, and Three A, were new attempts to 
confirm hypotheses suggested by the works of Hallinger and
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Murphy (1986) and Teddlie et al. (1985; 1989) using more 
refined instrumentation. Hypotheses Two B and Three B were 
extensions using more refined mixed style categories as 
indicators of teachers' perceptions of principals' Change 
Facilitator Styles. Hypotheses four through nine were 
original to this research and were discussed by Forsyth and 
Danisicwicz (1985), Abbott and Caracher (1987), Rosenholtz
(1987), and Murphy (1992).
Significance of the Study
This investigation is an attempt to replicate some of 
the results from Evans' (1988) study, and to expand on her 
findings concerning the existence of mixed styles. In 
addition to providing evidence regarding the study's 
original hypotheses, auxiliary hypotheses were added that 
examined the data when schools were divided into two groups 
on the basis of their principal's experience (greater than 
or less than 12 years). District officials should find the 
results of the study regarding the differences in styles of 
successful principals in schools with different contexts to 
be useful, especially with regard to training or recruiting 
principals.
The teacher autonomy scale, as defined and presented by 
Forsyth and Danisiewicz (1985), was separated into two 
subscales: autonomy from clients and autonomy from 
organization. Chauvin (1992) expanded on these definitions
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of autonomy and referred to them as interpersonal (autonomy 
from clients) and organizational autonomy (autonomy from 
organization). Her expanded definitions were used in this 
study to explore this dual concept of teacher autonomy.
This study expands on the lines of inquiry pertaining 
to appropriate leadership styles when managing change and to 
teacher autonomy. Since teachers are often the ones 
directly carrying out the change, their beliefs, thoughts, 
and decisions must be considered. Exploring teacher 
autonomy in effective and ineffective schools enables us to 
understand and appreciate teachers' beliefs more fully.
Summary of Chapters 
Chapter 2 contains a review of the literatures related 
to: (a) Principal's Change Facilitator Styles, (b) School
Effectiveness Research, (c) Contextually Sensitive Studies 
of School Effects, (d) Bureaucratic and Professional 
Orientations, and (e) Teacher Autonomy. Chapter 3 provides 
a description of the methodological procedures that will be 
used in this study. Chapter 4 will include the 
presentation and analysis of the quantitative findings and 
Chapter 5 will describe the qualitative findings. Chapter 6 
will present a summary, conclusions, and recommendations.
CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This chapter will review the literature pertaining to 
the four variables in this study. It will be divided into 
the following sections: (a) Principal's Change Facilitator 
Styles, (b) School Effectiveness Research, (c) Contextually 
Sensitive Studies of School Effectiveness, (d) Bureaucratic 
and Professional Orientations, and (e) Teacher Autonomy.
Principal's Change Facilitator Styles 
One of the earliest studies that focused on the role of 
the principal in facilitating diverse educational programs 
was conducted by Thomas (1978) , who studied more than 60 
schools. She identified three patterns of behaviors of 
principals related to the facilitation of alternative 
programs. The Director, Facilitator, and Administrator 
styles are very similar to the three change facilitator 
styles referred to as Initiator, Manager, and Responder 
identified by Hall, Rutherford, Griffin (1982).
These Change Facilitator Styles were initially sketched 
when Hall et al. (1982) did a secondary analysis of data 
from a study of the implementation of a curriculum in one
19
20
large school district (Loucks & Pratt, 1979). All of the 
schools were similar in context, implemented the same 
curriculum, and received the same kinds of support, yet the 
implementation success had varied. The hypothesis that 
emerged out of this analysis was that implementation success 
varied in the schools because of the concerns and behaviors 
of the principal. These principals' patterns of behavior 
appeared to represent three styles (Initiator, Manager, and 
Responder).
A three month study was conducted using 10 elementary 
schools in different communities, each implementing 
different curriculum innovations. The main objective of 
this study was to document day-to-day intervention behaviors 
of principals (Rutherford, 1981; Hord,1981). Once again, 
the same three styles were apparent in this sample of 
principals.
The descriptions of the three styles that follow are 
representative of the qualitative and quantitative data that 
have been collected and analyzed across studies of 
elementary school principals previously mentioned. They 
were summarized in Hall, et al. (1982). Initiators 
establish a framework of expectations for the school and 
then involve others in setting goals within that framework. 
They initiate action for change in areas in need of 
improvement, and they insist that district goals give 
priority to student needs.
Initiators believe that the teachers are responsible 
for developing the best possible .instruction, and keep 
demands present on them for effective implementation. 
Initiators establish which responsibilities will be 
delegated, then how they are to be accomplished. Tasks are 
closely monitored through classroom observation, review of 
lesson plans, and student performance. Information gained 
from monitoring is fed back directly to teachers, is then 
compared with expected behavior, and an improvement plan is 
also drawn up.
Initiators insist that priority is given to teaching 
and learning. They establish, clarify, and model school 
norms. Change processes are directed by Initiators, aiming 
toward the effective use by all teachers. Initiators allow 
others to participate in decision making, but only within 
carefully established parameters that are related to school 
goals and expectations. Levine and Lezotte (1990) refer to 
their behavior being a "maverick" orientation.
Managers exhibit a broader range of behaviors. They 
are more collaborative, facilitative, and supportive. 
Managers do not accept district goals without making 
adjustments if the district goals do not accommodate their 
school's particular needs. To avoid any reduction in school 
effectiveness, they engage others in reviewing the school 
situation regularly.
Managers involve teachers in any change efforts. They 
modify perceived overloads and establish and modify 
guidelines. Once responsibilities are coordinated, the 
Manager keeps abreast of how others are handling their 
responsibilities. Monitoring is done through planned 
conversations with teachers individually and as a group, as 
well as through informal observations of instruction. The 
information gained through monitoring is discussed with 
teachers and compared with their expected behavior.
All are expected to contribute to effective instruction 
and management. Managers help to establish and clarify 
norms for the school. Concerning any change process, 
Managers focus on whatever s\he deems necessary, and 
maintains personal involvement throughout.
Responders accept goals, set by the district and others 
(teachers, students, and parents), as the school goals.
They emphasize allowing others the opportunity to take the 
lead. They view their primary role as focusing on 
traditional administrative tasks. All school improvement 
efforts are initiated by others. They minimize demands on 
teachers, leaving them alone to do their work. As a result, 
considerable autonomy and independence is given to those who 
assume responsibility for carrying out tasks. Monitoring is 
done mainly through brief and spontaneous conversations. 
Information gained from monitoring may or may not be 
discussed with teachers.
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Emphasis is placed on keeping everyone comfortable and 
satisfied. Responders allow school norms to evolve. Change 
processes in their schools are sanctioned. Responders have 
a tendency toward making decisions in terms of immediate 
circumstances rather than in terms of longer range school 
goals. Appendix A includes a more detailed list of behavior 
indicators of Initiators, Managers, and Responders.
Hall and Rutherford (1983), state that there are 
other possible Change Facilitator Styles. They mention 
three other styles that might be of use to the researcher 
interested in school improvement failures. For instance, 
the Despot decrees change, listening to no one. The Covert 
Saboteur and the Guerilla are two forms of resistors.
Seibel (1986) investigated the relationship between 
teachers' perceptions of principal's change facilitator 
styles, perceived school climate, and student achievement. 
The questionnaire that she used to measure teachers' 
perceptions of principals' change facilitator styles was 
based on descriptive dimensions developed by Hall, et al. 
(1984) which relates individual behaviors to overall style. 
All schools in one district in Richmond, Virginia were 
included in the study.
She reported that teachers generally perceived their 
principals as employing combinations of principal Change 
Facilitator Styles. She found consistent negative 
relationships between the Responder style and school
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climate, while the Initiator and Manager styles were 
associated with positive climates. No significant 
relationship was found between student achievement and any 
of the three leadership styles at the elementary level. A 
strong negative relationship between student achievement and 
the Initiator style was found at the middle school level.
Schiller (1988) conducted a year long study of a 
selected group of six Australian elementary school 
principals in one region where computer education was being 
implemented in the schools. Both qualitative and 
quantitative data collection procedures were used. The 
results of his study indicated that there was a relationship 
between the Change Facilitator Style of the principal and 
the implementation success, with the greatest success 
occurring in schools with principals who exhibited an 
Initiator Change Facilitator Style. Schiller states that 
these principals "made Computer Education happen" rather 
than "let it" happen or "help it to happen" (p. 32).
Rutherford (1988) presented the results of a study that 
explored the relationship between the implementation of an 
innovation in various elementary schools, and the actions 
taken by the school principals to facilitate the changes.
The data collection included on-site visits, and telephone 
interviews. Overall, implementation success was greatest in 
the Initiator led schools and least in the schools with 
Responder style principals.
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It would be reasonable to hypothesize that on a scale 
that reflects instructional leadership effectiveness 
Initiators would be on the higher end and Responders on 
the lower end. Managers would likely rank below 
Initiators but above mid range on the scale 
(Rutherford, 1988).
A concept that distinguishes more effective principals 
from less effective principals called Strategic Sense, is 
discussed by Hall (1987) and Vandenberghe (1988). Strategic 
Sense is described as the dynamic of processing of 
interventions and analysis of the principal's role in 
facilitating his/her school improvement efforts. The 
Initiator style principals think about their role in very 
different ways than do Manager and Responder style 
principals. Initiator style principals are:
Fully cognizant of the day-to-day events they keep 
fully in mind the long-term vision and goals they 
have for the school...Manager style principals seem 
to hold more of a middle level picture... Responder 
style principals are primarily attuned to the moment 
-to-moment and day-to-day events within their school 
(Hall, 1987, p.4).
Which style is most desirable? The criteria for 
effectiveness seems to be the most important indicator. For 
example, in a study done by Huling, Hall, Hord, and 
Rutherford (1983) the criteria was that all teachers in all
schools implement the new curriculum. Since implementation 
was the goal, this was achieved by all schools with 
principals using all three styles. This would suggest that 
in this case all three styles were "effective". There were, 
however, different degrees of implementation in terms of 
use, concerns, and innovation configurations (Hall & 
Rutherford, 1976) used by each teacher (Hall & Loucks,
1977). "The overall correlation between implementation 
success at the classroom level and principal Change 
Facilitator Style was .74" (Hall et al., 1984, p.97). 
According to the researchers, this would suggest that 
although implementation was accomplished in all schools, 
more quantity and quality was in schools with Initiator 
style principals than in schools with principals using the 
Manager and Responder styles.
Evans and Teddlie (in press) studied principal's Change 
Facilitator Styles as perceived by teachers, in schools that 
differ by effectiveness and SES context. Fifty-three 
schools, involving 472 teachers participated in the study. 
Evans found significant differences in the Change 
Facilitator Styles of principals, as perceived by teachers, 
across effectiveness and SES categories.
Effective low-SES schools were more likely to have 
Initiators as principals than were ineffective low-SES 
schools. Ineffective low-SES schools were more likely to 
have Responders as principals and fewer Initiators. The
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effective middle-SES schools and the ineffective middle-SES 
schools had approximately the same percent of Managers.
Evans and Teddlie (in press) suggest some interesting 
questions for further investigation. "Why is it that 
initiators are very common in effective low-SES schools, but 
much less so in effective middle-SES schools? Do they 
violate norms of teacher autonomy at the middle-SES 
schools?" (Evans and Teddlie, in press)
Evans and Teddlie (in press) also discuss some 
interesting trends found in their data. First, the 
principals were seldom perceived by their teachers as having 
only one behavior style; rather, the majority perceived 
their principals as having primary/secondary styles. 
Secondly, in every case where the most frequently selected 
style for the principal was the Initiator, (based on the 
average percent of all teachers' ratings for each style by 
school) the next most frequently chosen style for that 
principal was Manager.
Mixed Styles
A recurring finding has been that principals actually 
employ mixed Change Facilitator Styles rather than one 
simple predominant style. Seibel (1986) reported that 
teachers generally perceived their principals as employing 
combinations of principal Change Facilitator Styles.
Analyses done by Evans and Teddlie (in press) suggest that
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principal styles are not discrete or characteristically 
unique. Rather, styles were perceived to occur in 
conjunction with one another (e.g., Manager/Responder).
Another common trend found in the Evans and Teddlie (in 
press) study was that in all of the cases where the most 
frequently chosen style for a principal was Initiator, the 
next most frequently chosen style for that principal was 
Manager. Twelve of thirteen cases where the predominant 
style of the principal was identified as Responder, the next 
most frequently chosen style for that principal was Manager. 
Principals tended to be positioned somewhere along a 
continuum between the Initiator and Responder styles, with 
Manager near the middle.
Thus, consistent research findings indicate that mixed 
styles are preferable as a categorization scheme for Change 
Facilitator Styles. "As many principals have pointed out, 
most persons will not be represented clearly as one or 
another of the styles. Instead, they are apt to represent a 
merging and blending of the different styles" (Hall and 
George, 1988, p. 6).
Other Studies Related to 
Principals' Leadership Styles 
Several other research efforts concerning principals' 
styles in effective schools revealed similar results to the 
ones exhibited by the Initiator and Manager style described
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by Hall and Rutherford (1983). Findings from these studies 
are described below.
An effort was made in California to identify those 
institutional characteristics that seemed most responsible 
for achievement differences (Madden, Lawson & Sweet, 1976). 
Twenty-one pairs of high- and low-achieving schools were 
examined. In the high-achieving schools the principals were 
most supportive of their teachers, had more impact on 
educational decision-making, monitored student progress more 
frequently, emphasized achievement, and had an atmosphere 
more conducive to learning.
The Michigan Department of Education funded a study 
conducted by Brookover and Lezotte (1979) to identify 
possible reasons for variations in pupil performance between 
improving and declining schools. In the high-achieving 
schools, teachers and principals assumed the responsibility 
and emphasized the importance of achievement. The 
principal's role seemed to be that of an assertive 
instructional leader, assuming the responsibility for. the 
evaluation of student achievement.
In 1978, Wellisch, MacQueen, Carriere and Duck examined 
leader behavior specifically. Nine effective schools were 
compared to 13 less effective schools. Effectiveness was 
determined by significant gains in reading and mathematics. 
In high-achieving schools, the researchers found an academic 
emphasis and a great deal of principal-teacher interaction.
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Instructional programs coordinated by the principal were 
more effective. Schools where teachers attributed more 
responsibility to principals in more areas were more 
effective.
Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) conducted eight case 
studies of principals that were identified by their 
colleagues as exceptional. All of the principals studied 
were goal-oriented. These goals serve as a continuous 
source of motivation, spurring them to create opportunities 
where necessary. They had a high tolerance for ambiguity 
relative to tasks and relationships. These principals 
understood the informal networks, and showed a tendency to 
test the limits of organizational systems. Blumberg and 
Greenfield's (1980) findings concerning goals, seem quite 
similar to what Hall (1987) refers to as "strategic sense". 
Many of the principal's characteristics described also 
resemble the Initiator and Manager styles.
The status of knowledge about effective and ineffective 
principal behaviors was assessed by Leithwood and Montgomery 
(1982). They proposed that principals view interpersonal 
relationships as one important strategy for influencing 
other factors. However, if forced to sacrifice such 
relationships for the sake of student growth, the effective 
principal is likely to do so. Effective principals are able 
to define priorities, focusing on the overall mission of the 
school. They intervene directly and constantly to ensure
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that priorities are achieved (Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982, 
p. 334-335).
While there are numerous studies where descriptions of 
the Initiator and Manager leadership styles appear, there 
are fewer studies that consider SES as a variable. Since 
many of the effective schools research studies have been 
done in inner city elementary schools, analysts caution 
against automatically assuming that the conclusions apply 
equally for schools of differing contexts (i.e., Wimpelberg, 
Teddlie, & Stringfield, 1989).
School Effectiveness Research 
Disciplines such as education, economics, political 
science, psychology, and sociology have all addressed the 
issue of educational effectiveness. The literature reviewed 
in this section will be based on research done in the 
discipline of education known as school effectiveness 
research (reviewed extensively by Good & Brophy, 1986;
Levine & Lezotte, 1990). Specifically, this review will 
emphasize outlier studies (Purkey & Smith, 1983; Stringfield 
& Teddlie, 1991) since these studies are the most relevant 
to the current investigation.
The Effective Schools Correlates 
The early studies of effective schools were considered 
input-output studies. These studies correlated archived
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input variables such as number of books in the library, 
academic preparation of teachers, and the principal's number 
of years of experience with output measures such as 
students' achievement test scores (Coleman, Campbell,
Hobson, McPartland, Mood, Weinfeld, and York 1966; Jencks, 
Smith, Ackland, Bane, Cohen, Gintis, Heyns, & Michelson, 
1972). Information on school processes was not included in 
these studies.
Many educators and researchers did not agree with the 
Coleman Report conclusion that schools have little influence 
on a child's achievement that is independent of his 
background and general social context. Effective schools 
researchers challenged the results of the Coleman Report by 
attempting to demonstrate that schools do make a difference. 
These studies concentrated on the determination of the 
characteristics of those schools which were successfully 
educating economically deprived students (e.g. Weber, 1971; 
Edmonds, 1979; Brookover & Lezotte, 1979; Hallinger &
Murphy, 1985; Stringfield & Teddlie, 1990).
In direct response to the conclusions of the Coleman 
Report, Weber (1971), used the case study approach to study 
four exemplary inner-city elementary schools with successful 
reading programs. In these schools, the median third-grade 
reading scores of all schools equalled or surpassed the 
national average. Weber cited certain characteristics as 
contributors to the success of the reading programs: strong
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leadership, high expectations, orderly and purposeful 
atmosphere, emphasis on reading, use of phonics, careful and 
frequent evaluations of student progress, and concern for 
each child's progress and a willingness to modify a child's 
assignment if necessary.
Edmonds (1979) conducted research to demonstrate that 
some schools with similar resources serving similar 
populations have much more impact than other schools. He 
articulated a model for characterizing effective schools. 
Edmonds (1979) asserted that the correlates of effective 
schools are: the leadership of the principal that 
concentrates on the quality of instruction, a pervasive and 
broadly understood instructional focus, an orderly and safe 
climate conducive to teaching and learning, teacher 
behaviors that convey the expectation that all students are 
to obtain at least minimum mastery, and the use of measures 
of pupil achievement as the basis for program evaluation.
Edmonds (1979) stated that these characteristics, which 
later became known popularly as the "correlates" of 
effective schools, seemed to be the "most tangible and 
indispensable characteristics of effective schools" (p. 8). 
While he acknowledged the importance of these 
characteristics, Edmonds was also aware that they did not 
constitute a "recipe" for all effective schools (D'Amico, 
1982, p.61; Levine & Lezotte, 1990).
After reviewing the school effectiveness 
literature, MacKenzie (1983) asserted that research 
from the 1970's yielded findings from case studies, process 
studies, and evaluations of federal programs. He summarized 
dimensions of effective schools that emerged from these 
respective literatures. While he wished to avoid a litany 
of factors, he did separate the elements that emerged into 
core and facilitating elements. The difference between the 
two types of elements is the frequency with which each 
element was reported in the school effectiveness literature. 
The list of these elements, especially the core elements, 
include the familiar correlates that continue to emerge.
A list of propositions by Clark, Lotto, and Astuto, 
(1984) of what is "known" about the school effectiveness 
literatures, incorporates correlates the same as, or very 
similar to, the familiar ones previously discussed.
Focusing on academic achievement, maintaining high 
expectations, maintaining an orderly and supportive school 
climate, and using regular programs of evaluation emerge 
once again.
In their monograph on unusually effective schools, 
Levine and Lezotte, (1990) restated the school effectiveness 
correlates as an economical way to summarize the most 
important conclusions from the vast school effectiveness 
literature. They note that much of the research on 
unusually effective schools supports these correlates. The
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list of correlates is greatly expanded, since research over 
the 1980's expanded to include middle-SES schools, secondary 
schools, and rural schools. For a complete description, 
Levine and Lezotte's table is provided in Appendix B.
Large Scale Studies of School Effects
Several of the school effects research studies have 
gone beyond describing "correlates of effective schooling" 
and into discussing the processes involved in effective 
schooling. In their comprehensive review of school effects, 
Good and Brophy (1986) consider Brookover et al. (1979) and 
Rutter (1979) "two of the most rigorous and salient process- 
product studies of school effectiveness" (p. 574).
Scheerens (1992) also considers the Brookover et al. (1979) 
and the Rutter (1979) studies as "big effectiveness studies" 
(p. 69). However, Scheerens adds the Mortimore et al.
(1987) study and the Louisiana School Effectiveness Studies 
(Teddlie & Stringfield, 1985; Teddlie et al. 1989; 
Stringfield & Teddlie, 1990; Teddlie and Stringfield, 1993) 
to the list.
Brookover et al. (1979) studied 68 randomly selected 
schools of Michigan fourth and fifth grade students. Data 
were obtained from Michigan School Assessment Reports and 
questionnaires were administered to students, teachers, and 
principals. The researchers also supplemented their
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statistical analyses with interviews and classroom 
observations in four low-SES schools.
Three major school input variables were assessed: 
social composition of the student body, school social 
structure, and school climate. The outcome variables 
studied were: student achievement, self-concept of academic 
ability, and self-reliance. Three of the five variables 
used to define social structure were positively and 
significantly correlated with social composition and other 
input variables as well as being inter-correlated with each 
other. Some measures of school climate were highly 
correlated with student body composition. Brookover et al. 
(1979) suggested that the small proportion of variance 
uniquely attributed to input variables strongly suggests 
that school variables are important factors affecting 
student achievement even though their analyses do not 
indicate which variable or set of variables has the largest 
effect on achievement in all school situations.
School climate was operationally defined and related to 
student achievement in the Brookover et al. (1979) study.
The study also illustrated that school inputs do not predict 
student outcomes independent of school process. In 
addition, the process data suggest that schools with 
comparable resources can have very different climates.
Rutter et al. (1979) conducted a 3-year study of 
secondary schools in London under the auspices of the now
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defunct Inner London Education Authority (ILEA). These 
researchers investigated the following process measures: 
academic emphasis, teacher actions in lessons, rewards and 
punishments, conditions of learning for pupils, pupils' 
responsibilities and participation in school, stability of 
teaching, and friendship group organization. The outcome 
measures assessed were: attendance, behavior in school, exam 
success, employment, and delinquency.
The data provided by Rutter et al. (1979) suggest that 
school processes have important effects on student outcome 
measures. Students tended to make more progress 
behaviorally and academically in schools that focus on 
academic matters with a well-planned curriculum, and high 
academic expectations for children.
In a later study, researchers in London (Mortimore & 
Sammons, 1987) randomly selected 50 elementary schools and 
collected information on student characteristics. This was 
a follow-up at the elementary school level to the ILEA 
secondary school study conducted by Rutter et al. (1979). 
Through "a combination of careful examination and discussion 
of the statistical findings and interpretation of the 
research results by an interdisciplinary team of researchers 
and teachers", 12 key factors of effectiveness were 
identified (Mortimore & Sammons, 1987, p.60).
Most of the factors identified were within the control 
of the principal and teachers. Many of these twelve factors
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include the previously mentioned correlates. The 
researchers state that "we feel they provide a framework 
within which the various partners in the life of the school- 
-principal and staff, parents and students, and the 
community— can operate" (Mortimore & Sammons, 1987, p.60).
The Louisiana School Effectiveness Study (LSES) 
consisted of several phases. The first two phases (1980- 
1984) involved a pilot study and a large-scale examination 
of a stratified random sample of 76 schools across 
Louisiana. The methods and instruments used were similar to 
the Brookover et al. (1979) study. Results from this study 
replicated those of Brookover indicating that school climate 
variables explained a high percentage of the variance in 
student achievement independent of the SES characteristics 
of the students. Additional analyses indicated that middle- 
SES effective schools had employed somewhat different 
processes than had low-SES schools in becoming successful 
(Teddlie, et al., 1989).
LSES-III and -IV were designed to provide qualitative 
and quantitative data on the characteristics of a smaller 
number of more and less effective schools over time (1984- 
85, 1989-90). Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) provide 
detailed descriptions of the extensive quantitative and 
qualitative results from LSES-III and -IV. Some of these 
results were: (a) there was considerable stability (50% of 
schools) in school effectiveness classification across time;
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(b) teachers in effective schools exhibited better teaching 
and more consistent teaching in their classrooms than did 
those in ineffective schools; and (c) context differences in 
the methods for becoming effective existed between schools 
varying in urbanicity. In addition to these findings, in 
every case that significant achievement changes occurred 
there was also a change in either contextual variables or 
clear changes in school processes.
School Effects and School Improvement 
Despite the criticisms of the effective schools 
research (e.g.,Cuban, 1983; D'Amico, 1982; Purkey & Smith, 
1983; Rowan, Bossert, & Dwyer, 1983) many schools have shown 
improvement by employing the findings from this research.
For example, McCormack-Larkin and Kritek (1982), studied the 
RISE project in Milwaukee schools. RISE (Rising to 
Individual Scholastic Excellence) encompassed 20 individual 
school programs. At the heart of each program was the 
school's plan for implementing the essential elements of 
effective schooling: a climate of high expectations, 
efficient management of classroom instruction, frequent 
assessment of student progress, and regular and consistent 
communication with parents. The authors state that, "RISE 
schools have shown tremendous improvement in mathematics and 
some improvement— not as dramatic— in reading" (McCormack- 
Larkin and Kritek, 1982, p.17).
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Eubanks and Levine (1983) reported on project SHAL in 
St. Louis. The combined enrollment was approximately 1,900 
students from low income neighborhoods. The project began 
with a grant to initiate school improvement efforts focusing 
on the five characteristics of effective schools identified 
by Edmonds(1979). "Pre/post standardized achievement data 
collected in the fall of 1980 and the spring of 1981 showed 
that students at SHAL improved by an average of four NCE 
percentile points across grade levels and subject areas” 
(Edmonds, 1979, p.27).
As part of the Connecticut School Effectiveness 
Project, Gauthier, Pecheone, and Shoemaker (198 5) identified 
and utilized seven correlates from the school effectiveness 
literature. Their change process advocated a voluntary, 
school-based approach that promotes examining the school 
introspectively in relation to school effectiveness 
characteristics, and developing and implementing an action 
plan meaningful to the faculty and principal of that school. 
A pretest/post-test questionnaire was administered to ten 
schools to evaluate changes in Connecticut's seven 
characteristics over time. "Nine of the ten schools showed 
significant positive growth in one or more characteristics, 
and overall significant growth was found in 26 (37%) of the 
possible cells" (Gauthier et al., 1985, p. 398). The data 
suggest that the characteristics are interrelated and do not
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function as discrete entities. The researchers called for 
further study of the interaction effects.
Whittaker and Lutz (1986), discussed altering a school 
environment by introducing characteristics that the research 
on effective schools says improves learning. Some general 
objectives that were stressed were: clearly defined pupil 
expectations, concentration on student's academic time-on- 
task, and structured atmospheres with direct instruction.
The conclusions drawn after the first year of their study 
were: new resources are not required to produce effective 
schools; pupil self-concept increases with academic gain; 
time allocated to teaching and learning increases 
achievement; and administrative monitoring of academic 
progress increases achievement. The results demonstrated a 
considerable increase in mean pupil achievement results over 
a three year period.
The National Center for Effective Schools (1990) 
published a monograph of several case studies as examples of 
programs of school improvement based on the Effective 
Schools Research. The characteristics that play a major 
role in the schools echo the correlates of effective schools 
discussed previously (Lezotte, 1990). The results have 
indicated measurable progress for increasing numbers of 
public school students representing all subsets of the 
school population.
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Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) provide a list of 
context questions believed to have a large influence on 
school improvement plans. The first question on the list 
considers SES backgrounds of parents of the students. They 
concluded that "results from contextually sensitive school 
effects research should lead school improvers to perform two 
major tasks: (1) perform a thorough context analysis of the 
school before attempting to change it; and (2) develop a 
school improvement plan unique to the school itself, drawing 
from generic procedures (e.g. Brookover, et al., 1982), but 
also emphasizing information gleaned from contextually 
sensitive studies" (Teddlie and Stringfield, 1993, p. 34). 
Other researchers have acknowledged the importance of fully 
examining the particular context of the school prior to 
implementing an improvement project (Accelerated Schools 
Project, 1991; Fullan, 1991; Stoll & Fink, 1989).
Contextually Sensitive Studies 
of School Effectiveness 
It was not until the late 1980's that emphasis was 
placed on considering SES as a context variable in schools 
that differ according to effectiveness. Wimpelberg,
Teddlie, and Stringfield (1989) contend that the first 
decade of school effectiveness research can be labeled 
"elementary-urban school effectiveness research" (p.84).
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They speak of the first decade as having a "distinct tone of 
advocacy for the poor...thematic undertones of equity"
(p.84) .
Wimpelberg et al. (1989) refer to the second decade of 
school effectiveness research as undergoing a value shift 
from equity to efficiency. This division occurred when 
context variables were introduced into the critique and 
revision of effective schools research designs. The 
conclusions about the characteristics of the effective urban 
elementary schools studied during the first phase "either 
did not fit the intuitive understanding that people had 
about other kinds of schools or were not replicated in the 
findings of research on secondary and higher SES schools" 
(Wimpelberg et al. 1989, p.85).
Wimpelberg, et al. (1989), further "argued convincingly 
that effective schools research...should pay increasing 
attention to considerations such as grade level, social 
class of the schools...that may have a large impact on 
school effectiveness....(Levine & Lezotte, 1990, p.62).
Many other analysts also cautioned against applying the 
results of the research that has dealt primarily with inner- 
city, elementary schools, enrolling mostly working class 
students to other schools such as secondary schools and 
schools with a mixed or middle class enrollment (e.g., 
Wayson, 1988; Grady, Wayson, and Zirkel, 1989; Levine & 
Lezotte, 1990).
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Meyer and Rowan (1978) have noted that strong 
interconnections typically exist between schools and their 
environments. The walls between the community and the 
school tend to be permeable, thus making schools highly 
susceptible to the shifting preferences that exist in the 
community. This permeability impedes any norms among 
faculty and staff that run counter to general environmental 
values.
Hallinger and Murphy's (1986) study of eight elementary 
schools in California specifically stressed analyzing the 
differences between high- and low-SES effective schools in 
the operation of seven school effectiveness variables. The 
researchers administered surveys to teachers, students, and 
parents; did classroom and school observations; interviewed 
teachers and principals; and collected school documents.
Hallinger and Murphy (1986) explained the pattern of 
organization that they found in the high- and low-SES 
effective schools: "The effective low-SES schools isolated 
themselves from environmental norms, which typically . 
promoted failure" (Hallinger and Murphy, 1986, p.349). 
Instead, the orientation of these schools was internal, 
focusing on implementing practices designed to promote 
mastery of basic reading and math skills. The principals 
buffered their schools from the environment, attempting to 
create a learning climate that communicated high 
expectations and rewarded students for desired behavior.
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The principal exhibited strong administrative leadership, 
being directive and task oriented, which ran counter to 
traditional school norms.
Likewise, effective high-SES schools "were highly 
isomorphic in their orientation to the environment" 
(Hallinger and Murphy, 1986, p.350). Existing in an 
environment with very high expectations, these schools 
actively sought to incorporate the expectations into 
practices that promoted student achievement. The 
principal's role involved "mediating the demands and 
expectations of the community and smoothing the relations 
between teachers and parents" (Hallinger and Murphy, 1986, 
p.350).
Further findings from their study indicate differences 
between high- and low-SES effective schools on seven of the 
effectiveness "correlates": instructional leadership, clear
school mission, tightly coupled curriculum, opportunity to 
learn, home-school cooperation and support, widespread 
students rewards, and high expectations. The instructional 
leadership behaviors studied were: curriculum coordination, 
control of instruction, task orientation, and relationship 
orientation. Curriculum coordination was found to be high 
in both high- and low-SES schools. In the low-SES effective 
schools, however, the principal maintained tight control 
over classroom instruction; whereas principals in high-SES 
schools exercised less direct control, respecting the
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autonomy of teachers for instructional decision making. The 
principals in low-SES schools were more task oriented.
The school mission of high-SES effective schools 
focused on the attainment of broad intellectual and social 
goals, while the low-SES schools focused on mastery of basic 
cognitive skills. The breadth of curriculum in lower-SES 
schools was more narrow emphasizing basic skills, while the 
higher-SES schools offered a broader curriculum including 
enrichment and acceleration mechanisms. Regarding 
opportunity to learn, both high- and low-SES schools 
maximized instructional time. Parental participation was 
weak in low-SES schools, while in high-SES schools it was 
strong. The rewards and recognition in the low-SES schools 
were more frequent and visible, unlike high-SES schools 
where they were less frequent and intrinsic. High 
expectations in low-SES schools originated largely from the 
school instead of the home and school combined. The future 
expectations were moderate in the low-SES rather than high 
as they were in the high-SES schools (Hallinger & Murphy, 
1986).
Teddlie et al. (1985; 1989) studied 76 schools of 
varying socioeconomic compositions, and examined the 
relationship between several school effectiveness factors 
and student achievement in these schools. Many of their 
results echoed those found by Hallinger and Murphy (1986). 
For instance, instructional effectiveness in low-SES schools
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was associated with frequent classroom visits by the 
principal and emphasis on teaching basic reading and math 
skills. In high-SES schools there was a strong association 
with high levels of teacher-parent contact.
Teddlie et al. (1989), raised two questions of interest 
in contextually sensitive studies: are the characteristics 
defining an effective school in one context the same as 
those found in other contexts; and are the techniques that 
produce effective schools in one context the same as those 
employed in other contexts? The results of their studies 
investigating SES as a context variable indicate that there 
are some correlates of school effectiveness that are the 
same regardless of SES context. These include: orderly 
environment, frequent monitoring of student progress, and 
high engaged time-on-task.
Likewise, there were three correlates on which 
effective low- and middle-SES schools differ: basic skills 
emphasis, high expectations for student achievement, and 
strong instructional leadership. Salient differences on 
these correlates and other characteristics are summarized in 
Appendix C. Teddlie, et al. (1989) concluded that effective 
schools have implemented different strategies depending on 
the SES of the particular school.
These findings confirm what Hallinger and Murphy (1986) 
found in their study of the differences between effective 
low- and high-SES schools. In a recent synthesis of that
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research (Teddlie & Stringfield, 1993), the authors 
concluded that effective middle-SES principals acted more 
like Managers, while effective low-SES principals acted more 
like Initiators, to use the Hall, et al. (1982) terminology.
Most of the effective schools studies conducted during 
the 1970's were of inner-city working class schools and 
identified descriptors of principals that were 
characteristic of Initiator style principals. The second 
decade of school effectiveness research introduced context 
variables which broadened the effective schools research. 
During this decade, principals exhibiting behaviors 
indicative of the Manager style emerged as also being an 
effective leadership style.
According to Bliss, Firestone, and Richards (1991) the 
effective schools research has encompassed low-SES and 
middle-SES and above schools. Principals in low-SES schools 
exercise top-down control, close supervision, as well as 
"watchfulness and protectiveness" (p. 48). Principals in 
middle-SES schools, by comparison, encourage increased 
teacher responsibility for instructional leadership, de­
emphasized extrinsic rewards, and include curricular 
offerings beyond the basic skills. While these researchers 
believe effective schools research has given attention to 
the socioeconomic status of schools, they do question 
whether policy makers have given thought to the impact of 
student social class on achievement.
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A comprehensive review of context variables in school 
effects literature (i.e., Levine & Lezotte, 1990; Teddlie & 
Stringfield, 1993; Wimpelberg, et al., 1989) would also 
include those studies that examined the effect of grade 
level configuration, urbanicity, governance structure 
(public/private), and school size. Such a review is beyond 
the scope of the current investigation, which is an attempt 
to add to the body of knowledge concerning the effect of SES 
of student body as a context variable.
Bureaucratic and 
Professional Orientations
Two contrasting themes concerning how schools are 
structured may be found in the literature. The first theme 
is one which depicts the effective principal uniting the 
staff in a common effort to achieve the school's mission, 
while the second theme presents the school as a loosely 
coupled system in which the teacher enjoys relative 
autonomy. The loose coupling theorists focus on the . 
"disconnectedness of behavior outcomes" in organizations 
(Meyer & Scott, 1983, p. 15), while bureaucratic theorists 
emphasize "the extent to which behavior is predetermined, 
predictable, or standardized" (Mintzberg, 1979, p. 86).
Both bureaucrats and professionals are expected to have 
expertise in their areas, to maintain objective 
perspectives, and to take impersonal and impartial
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approaches when addressing issues. For a service 
organization such as a school, the main objective of both 
bureaucrats and professionals is service to clients (e.g. 
students, teachers or other educational professionals).
Control in bureaucratic orientations stems from a major 
line of authority; in schools it usually stems from the 
principal. Control in professional orientations is in the 
hands of professionals; in schools it is in the hands of the 
teachers. Teachers in professional organizations experience 
more autonomy in decision making, while teachers in 
bureaucratic organizations are typically under more overt 
surveillance of the principal. Scott (1981) argues that 
’’while some conflict exists between professional and 
bureaucratic organizations, they are not incompatible in all 
respects. Both are alternative paths to the rationalization 
of a field of action— and at a general level, the two 
orientations are compatible" (Scott, 1981, p. 156).
Logan's (199 0) study investigated whether there were 
bivariate relationships between various coupling dimensions 
and the school effectiveness measures of student 
achievement, student attendance, and perceived school 
effectiveness. Her findings suggest that there may be a 
more appropriate approach to the management of effective 
schools than the tightly coupled approach. This approach 
would imply that loose or tight coupling depends upon the 
particular coupling dimension and school effectiveness
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indices being considered. Specific dimensions of the 
coupling construct used in Logan's (1990) study were: goal
consensus, autonomy, formalization, centralization, 
communication, open/closed environment, resources, 
evaluation and feedback, and culture (Smircich, 198 3). The 
school effectiveness indices considered by Logan (1990) 
were: quantity and quality of the product, efficiency of 
production and adaptability and flexibility of the 
organization (Mott, 1972).
Orton and Weick (1988) discuss the coupling construct 
as a "paradox" implying that effective schools encompass a 
variety of different coupling structures, some being more 
applicable in certain situations. For instance, Chauvin 
(1992) recently studied two types of autonomy in schools: 
interpersonal autonomy and organizational autonomy. Schools 
may be loosely or tightly coupled at either of the two 
levels.
A common characteristic of tightly linked schools is 
that teachers are perceived to have less autonomy.
According to Tyler (1985) a main focus of the school 
effectiveness research is "to identify the processes and 
structures that reduce the unexplained variations in 
outcomes, to construct much tighter models of the school as 
a social system than those of contemporary sociological 
theories of school organizations" (p. 51) . Joyce, Hersh, 
and McKibbin (1983) argue that effective schools are
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typically those that place a great deal of emphasis on 
shared understandings of purpose, role expectations, 
attitudes toward pupils and conceptions of effective 
instruction. The adherence to common norms, values, and 
beliefs creates bonds among occupants of different roles, 
establishing tight linkages or tight coupling (Abbot & 
Caracher, 1987). According to Murphy (1992), "the most 
powerful and enduring lesson from all the research on 
effective schools is that the better schools are more 
tightly linked...than less effective ones" (p.168).
Conley (1988) emphasizes three interesting points 
relating to teachers as decision makers. The first is that 
student needs are variable and constantly changing.
Secondly, teachers operate in the context of a highly 
interactive group, and finally the goals and purposes 
assigned to teachers are multiple, ambiguous and often 
conflicting. Teachers have to make three types of 
decisions: one concerned with increasing academic 
performance of students, the second concerned with meeting 
the personal needs of the student, and third, managing 
groups of students. Conley (1988) also proposed that if 
teachers have to deal with uncertainty and make numerous 
decisions, it is extremely difficult for anyone other than 
the teacher to plan and coordinate all of these decisions.
Yet, the bureaucratic concept of teaching tries to 
ensure that the teachers' work is supervised by superiors,
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who make sure teachers implement the procedures and 
curriculum of the school district. It focuses on 
routinizing the work of teachers, and consequently reducing 
the decisions teachers have to make. The professional 
model, however, emphasizes strategies that help the 
professional deal with uncertainty.
Teacher Autonomy 
While there is considerable research to support the 
presence of teacher autonomy in effective schools (Bidwell, 
1965; Charters, 1974; 1976; Charters, Carlson, & Packart, 
1986; Lortie, 1969; Howard, 1986) one objective of the 
present study is to investigate whether teachers in less 
effective schools will actually have more autonomy than 
teachers in more effective schools. The issue of the 
relative autonomy of teachers in differentially effective 
schools is controversial, as illustrated by the following 
two quotes:
—  "Teachers are protective of their autonomy with 
regard to instructional decisions. They react 
negatively when they perceive that the principal 
is pushing too aggressively into their classroom 
domain" (Bratlie, 1987, p. 23). On the other hand
Murphy (1992) asserted that,
—  "the most powerful and enduring lesson from all 
the research on effective schools is...they
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operate more as an organic whole and less as a
collection of disparate sub-systems" (Murphy, 1992,
p. 168) .
Forsyth and Danisiewicz (1985) operationalized two 
distinct dimensions of autonomy: Autonomy from clients and 
autonomy from the organization. Occupations in which 
members are autonomous on both dimensions are considered 
true professions while semi-professions were defined as 
occupations in which members are autonomous on only one 
dimension. Based upon Forsyth and Danisiewiczs' (1985) 
findings, teachers are autonomous from clients (e.g., 
students), but are not as autonomous from the employing 
organization (e.g., school or district). Chauvin (1992) 
found similar results in a recent study in which factor 
analyses of teacher responses indicated two types of 
autonomy: organizational autonomy and interpersonal 
autonomy. These studies may lead to the speculation that 
teachers in more effective schools enjoy greater autonomy in 
their classrooms and less autonomy at the school 
organizational level.
Parish and Arends (1982) found universal agreement 
among teachers that (new) programs had to fit their way of 
teaching. Each teacher believed that they had the right to 
determine, on their own, what would happen in their 
classrooms. While effective implementation and use of new 
programs must take teacher autonomy into consideration, Lee,
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Dedrick, and Smith (1991), discuss loosely-coupled schools 
as exhibiting a division of labor between organizational 
functions. This may result in ambiguity of the goals and 
mission of the school. A high sense of autonomy may lead to 
isolation from the school as a whole.
The amount of communication that teachers have with one 
another and with the principal has been shown to contribute 
positively to several teacher outcomes— overall level of 
satisfaction, performance, and organizational efficacy 
(Forsyth and Hoy, 1978; Little, 1982; Rutter, 1986).
Bratlie (1987) developed a model of the change process which 
would account for both teacher autonomy and principal 
influence. Referred to as the activist conversion theory, 
this model is characterized by constant principal-teacher 
and teacher-teacher interaction. There is a conversion of 
participants as they interact within the school culture. 
Examples of such interaction techniques are: staff 
development, presentation of research from journal articles, 
staff newsletters, and some classroom demonstrations done by 
the principal. The overall goal of this model was to 
develop a model of the change process that would account for 
both teacher autonomy and principals' influence.
Peters and Waterman (1982), describe the concept of 
loose-tight properties in each of the outstanding 
corporations that they studied. In applying this concept to 
schools, principals need to identify a few key values that
56
give direction to activities and decisions of all members of 
the organization (Dufour, 1985). Examples of these non- 
negotiable values in schools might be: efficient use of 
academic time, ensuring a safe and orderly atmosphere 
conducive to learning, and demonstrating a belief that each 
student is able to achieve basic objectives of any course. 
These key values would give direction to the daily actions 
of teachers, and allow for some autonomy for the teacher to 
determine how s/he will achieve these outcomes.
A certain amount of autonomy is undeniable in schools 
due to teachers working alone in their classrooms. Bidwell 
(1965) noted that in dealing with the problem of variability 
in student abilities on a day-to-day basis, teachers need to 
have freedom to make professional judgements. Astuto and 
Clark (1985) argue that the key to organizational 
effectiveness is not the arbitrary tightening or loosening 
of coupling, but the sensitivity to coupling as an 
organizational variable and the identification of patterns 
of coupling that enhance or impede organizational 
effectiveness.
According to Logan (1990) the relationship between 
teacher autonomy and school effectiveness may be 
curvilinear. "If schools allow too much freedom, they are 
apt to confront erratic, and sometimes irrelevant, 
organizational behavior. If freedom is restricted, schools
are likely to produce oppressed, alienated or bureaucratic 
teachers who are unproductive (p.41).
The review of the effective schools literature presents 
a somewhat unclear, often contradictory, picture of the 
relationship between principals' behaviors, effective 
schools, and teacher autonomy. Despite the contradictions, 




This chapter provides a description of the 
methodological procedures that were used in this study. 
Specific sections included are: design of the study, 
hypotheses, operational definitions, sample, 
instrumentation, data collection procedures, the response 
rate by school and teacher levels, responding/non-responding 
schools, demographic characteristics of participating 
teachers, limitations, and statistical data analysis 
procedures.
Design of the Study 
This research study was divided into three phases.
Phase I encompassed a refinement of the instrument developed 
by Bost and Ruch (1985); Phase II, an ex post facto research 
design investigating teachers' perceptions of their 
principals' Change Facilitator Styles and of their autonomy; 
and Phase III, the collection of qualitative data. In Phase 
I, the investigators decided to refine the instrument Change 
Facilitator Style of Principal (CFSP) (Bost and Ruch, 1985)
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due to its inadequate psychometric properties. For further 
details see the Teddlie, Hebert, and Evans (1992) study.
The decision was based on results from a construct 
validation study and an examination of the frequency 
distributions of the responses to items from a previous 
study (Evans, 1988).
The second phase of the study utilized a type of 
research called the ex post facto design, or the causal- 
comparative method. This method attempts to discover 
tentative causes and effects of a behavior pattern by 
comparing subjects or units in whom this pattern is present 
with similar subjects in whom it is absent or present to a 
lesser degree (Borg and Gall, 1989). The teachers' 
perceptions of his/her principal's Change Facilitator Style 
and their scores On the Attitudes of Professional Autonomy 
Scale were used as the dependent variables in this phase of 
the study.
The groups differed on two independent variables, SES 
context and school effectiveness. The study used four 
combinations of SES contexts and school effectiveness 
contexts: effective middle-SES schools, effective low-SES 
schools, ineffective middle-SES schools, and ineffective 
low-SES schools.
Phase III of this study involved the collection of 
qualitative data in two schools. Methodologists (e.g., 
Patton, 1990; Reichardt and Cook, 1979) have stated that in
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many cases, a combination of both the quantitative and 
qualitative approaches is superior to either. The 
qualitative data was collected from an effective middle-SES 
school and an effective low-SES school. Both principals in 
these schools were perceived by their teachers as Manager- 
Initiators. In the qualitative case studies, an attempt was 
made to explore the Manager-Initiator leadership style in 
different contexts.
Hypotheses for Phase II 
A portion of this study was an attempt to retest and 
expand on hypotheses used in the Evans and Teddlie (in 
press) study using better instrumentation. This study 
explored mixed style categories as well as predominant 
styles. Finally, teacher autonomy was explored in schools 
that differed according to SES and effectiveness.
Based on research discussed more extensively in the 
literature review (Chapter Two), it was predicted in this 
study that there would be a greater proportion of Initiators 
in effective low-SES schools, a greater proportion of 
Managers in effective middle-SES schools, and a greater 
proportion of Responders in ineffective middle- and 
ineffective low-SES schools.
As noted in Chapter One, the following a priori 
hypotheses were tested in Phase II of this study:
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Hypothesis One: There will be significant differences in the 
proportion of principals identified as Initiators, Managers, 
and Responders by their teachers in effective as opposed to 
ineffective schools.
Hypothesis One A ; A higher proportion of principals 
will be perceived as Initiators by their teachers 
in effective as opposed to ineffective schools. 
Hypothesis One B : A higher proportion of principals 
will be perceived as Managers by their teachers in 
effective as opposed to ineffective schools.
Hypothesis One C ; A higher proportion of principals 
will be perceived as Responders by their teachers 
in ineffective as opposed to effective schools. 
Hypothesis Two: There will be significant differences in the 
proportion of principals identified as Initiators in 
effective low-SES schools as opposed to ineffective low-SES 
schools.
Hypothesis Two A ; A higher proportion of principals 
will be perceived as Initiators by their teachers 
in effective low-SES schools as opposed to 
ineffective low-SES schools.
Hypothesis Two B : A higher proportion of principals 
will be perceived as Initiator-Managers by their 
teachers in effective low-SES schools as opposed 
to ineffective low-SES schools.
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Hypothesis Three: There will be significant differences in 
the proportion of principals identified as Managers in 
effective middle-SES schools as opposed to ineffective 
middle-SES schools.
Hypothesis Three A : A higher proportion of principals 
will be perceived as Managers by their teachers in 
effective middle-SES schools as opposed to 
ineffective middle-SES schools.
Hypothesis Three B : A higher proportion of principals 
will be perceived as Manager-Initiator by their 
teachers in effective middle-SES schools as 
opposed to ineffective middle-SES schools.
Hypothesis Four: Teachers in middle-SES schools will 
perceive themselves as having more organizational autonomy 
than will teachers in low-SES schools.
Hypothesis Five: Teachers in middle-SES schools will 
perceive themselves as having more interpersonal autonomy 
than will teachers in low-SES schools.
Hypothesis Six; Teachers in ineffective schools will 
perceive themselves as having more organizational autonomy 
than will teachers in effective schools.
Hypothesis Seven: Teachers in ineffective schools will 
perceive themselves as having less interpersonal autonomy 
than will teachers in effective schools.
Hypothesis Eight: Teachers in effective, low-SES schools 
will perceive themselves as having the lowest organizational
autonomy of the four groups (effective low-SES; effective 
middle-SES; ineffective low-SES; ineffective middle-SES). 
Similarly, teachers in ineffective middle-SES schools will 
perceive themselves as having the greatest organizational 
autonomy of the four groups.
Hypothesis Nine: Teachers in effective middle-SES schools 
will perceive themselves as having the most interpersonal 
autonomy of the four groups. Similarly, teachers in 
ineffective low-SES schools will perceive themselves as 
having the least interpersonal autonomy.
Operational Definitions for Phase II 
Change Facilitator Style 
As stated in Chapter One, Hall et al. (1984) identified 
three leadership styles that principals use when 
implementing improvement efforts in schools: Initiator, 
Manager, and Responder (also referred to as Change 
Facilitator Styles or CFS). Initiators have long range 
plans for their schools, concentrate on formal and 
meaningful relations with their faculty, and are task 
oriented. Initiators are actively involved in any change 
effort, frequently monitor students and teachers, and 
welcome some teacher input. Decisions are made in terms of 
the goals of the school, even if teachers are "ruffled by
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their directness and high expectations" (Rutherford, 1984). 
Initiators have been described as principals who make things 
happen.
Managers exhibit a broader range of behaviors. Their 
goals are long-range and their interactions with the staff 
are meaningful, but relatively relaxed. Managers monitor 
student and teacher progress and rely on teacher input 
before making decisions. They have been described as the 
type of principal who helps things happen.
Responders seem to be very different from Initiators 
and Managers. They let things happen. The school's goals 
of Responders are short term, and the interactions with 
their staff are social and informal. Responders focus on 
maintaining a smooth-running school by concentrating on 
traditional administrative tasks. These principals do very 
little monitoring of teachers, believing they are 
professionals needing little guidance.
Attitudes of Professional Autonomy (APA)
Forsyth and Danisiewicz, (1985) conceptually defined 
attitudes of professional autonomy as a dual construct: 
autonomy from clients and autonomy from employing 
organization. Autonomy from client is defined as "the 
relative attitudinal autonomy that individuals express with 
regard to their clients or potential clients" (p. 69). 
Autonomy from the employing organization is defined as "the
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relative attitudinal autonomy that individuals express with 
regard to the institution they work in" (p. 69). According 
to Chauvin (1992), client autonomy or interpersonal autonomy 
broadly reflects an individuals' preference to:
1) act independently of human influence that might 
emanate from co-workers (e.g., teachers) other 
professionals or adults (e.g., other education 
professionals), or clients (e.g., students) and
2) maintain higher levels of allegiance to 
professional convictions regarding their roles and 
decision-making (Chauvin, 1992, p. 191).
Chauvin (1992) also discussed organizational autonomy when 
applied to school organizations as representing individuals' 
preference to act independently of organizational influence 
and rules.
Teachers are considered to be less autonomous if they 
feel that their teaching techniques are closely controlled 
in their school. They may feel like they are constantly on 
guard against doing or saying the wrong things in their 
class, feeling pressured from the administration concerning 
how they spend their time in class.
Effective/Ineffective Schools 
Data from the Spring 1991 and Spring 1992 statewide 
administration of both Norm-Referenced (NRT) and Criterion- 
Referenced (CRT) language arts and mathematics scores were
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used to classify schools as consistently effective or 
ineffective over a two year period. The NRT provides a 
measure of a student's performance in comparison to other 
students in the nation. The CRT is designed to measure the 
attainment of state and local curriculum guides (e.g., 
Franklin, Caldas, Ducote, and Killegrew, 1992; Lang, 1991). 
Roeber (1989) reports that Louisiana has one of the more 
extensive testing programs in the U.S. with regard to grade- 
level span. Grades 3, 5, and 7 are tested with the CRT, and 
grades 4, 6, and 9 are tested with the NRT.
Whenever possible, Levine and Lezotte (1990) say that 
both CRTs and NRTs should be used in classifying a school or 
schools as effective or ineffective. Employees of the 
Bureau of School Accountability at the Louisiana Department 
of Education (LDE) recently concluded that the two different 
types of tests do indeed provide different information, and 
that both would be valuable in measuring a school's 
performance (Crone, Franklin, Caldas, Ducote & Killebrew,
1992). Their study determined that using the combined 
composite scores on the CRT and NRT was the most effective, 
as well as equitable, indicator of a school's academic 
performance.
For the purposes of this study, an exploratory 
regression procedure was performed in the Fall 1992 using 
four variables (percent free lunch, community type, percent 
race, and community size) to find the best indicators of
SES. Using all four variables resulted in some 
multicollinearity problems. Results from a stepwise 
regression procedure (Max R from SAS, 1985) yielded the two 
best predictors with an r-square of .72 (percent minority 
and community type).
Schools were categorized as effective or ineffective 
based on regressions using these two predictors. Schools 
with residual scores greater than +.674 sd were considered 
effective, while those with negative residuals greater than 
-.674 sd were considered ineffective. The value of plus or 
minus .674 sd was selected due to results from Lang (1991). 
His research indicated that these cut-off points yielded 
equal proportions of effective, typical, and ineffective 
schools. Previous studies which utilized a similar method 
include: Teddlie et al., 1984; Teddlie et al. 1989; 
Stringfield and Teddlie, 1990; and Virgilio, Teddlie, and 
Oescher, 1991. See Appendix D for summary data on schools 
selected for the sample.
School Socioeconomic Status Level
The percentage of the schools' students on free lunch 
was used to classify schools as middle- or low-SES.
Students receiving reduced lunch were considered to be 
paying students, since the relationship to the achievement 
test scores has been demonstrated to be stronger when using
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only the percentage of those students receiving free lunch 
(Caldas, Killebrew, Ducote, Franklin, and Crone, 1992).
Data on mother's level of education and father's 
professional orientation (white or blue collar) were used in 
the Louisiana School Effectiveness Study as alternative 
indicators of SES (Teddlie, Stringfield, and Desselle,
1985). While these indicators may yield a better measure of 
SES than percent free lunch, this information is no longer 
collected by the Louisiana Department of Education.
In order to classify middle- and low-SES schools, the 
median split was determined using percent of students on 
free lunch for all effective and ineffective schools in the 
state. The schools were first categorized into effective or 
ineffective groups based on the procedure outlined above.
The median for all effective schools in the state was 
54.3% students on free lunch, while the median for all 
ineffective schools in the state was 62.5%. The effective 
schools were considered middle-SES if they were within the 
range of 0-54% students on free lunch, and low-SES if they 
had between 55-98% students on free lunch. Ineffective 
schools were considered middle-SES if they were within the 
range of 0-62% students on free lunch, and low-SES if they 
had between 63-100% students on free lunch.
For the state as a whole, the average percent of 
students receiving free lunch in effective middle-SES 
schools was 34%, while in effective low-SES schools the
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average was 72.7%. For the state as a whole the average 
percent students in ineffective middle-SES schools was 
37.6%, while ineffective low-SES schools had an average of 
82.9% students receiving free lunches.
These statewide percentages of students on free lunch 
for these different categories was compared to those for 
this study's sample in Table 3.1 The two sets of figures 
are very similar to one another.
Table 3.1
Average Percent of Students Receiving Free Lunch 1992

















73 . 6% 
79. 6%
Sample for Phase II 
Sixty public elementary schools in Louisiana were 
selected to participate in Phase II of this study.
According to Crone et al. (1992), elementary schools are 
defined by the state as those with 50% or more of their 
grade levels at or below grade 6, excluding those schools 
classified as primary. In particular, elementary schools 
are referred to by Crone et al., and in this study as those 
with grades 3-6.
Twenty-three parishes were randomly selected from the 
sixty-six parishes in the state. They were selected in 
order to give the sample a wide representation of schools 
according to their location and urbanicity. Parishes 
representing north, central, south, east, and western 
locations of the state were selected. Metropolitan core 
cities, urban fringes, cities, towns, and rural areas in the 
state were represented in the sample. The Louisiana 
Department of Education definitions of urbanicity are 
included in Appendix E. While location and urbanicity were 
not treated as a variable in the data analyses, they were 
considered in the descriptive profiles to ensure a more 
representative sample.
From the 23 parishes, one hundred-forty schools were 
randomly selected from the pool of two hundred thirty-seven 
elementary schools in Louisiana. These schools were 
categorized according to effectiveness status and SES using 
the criteria outlined above. This design yielded four 
categories of schools: effective middle-SES, effective low- 
SES, ineffective middle-SES, and ineffective low-SES 
schools. Fifteen schools per category (and twelve teachers 
at each school) were then randomly selected to participate 
in Phase II of the study.
In order for a school to be included in the final 
statistical analyses, at least four teachers in each school 
had to return their questionnaires. Halpin and Winer
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(1957), stated that "a minimum of four respondents per 
leader is desirable; and additional respondents beyond ten 
do not increase significantly the stability of the index 
scores. Six or seven respondents per leader would be a good 
standard" (Halpin & Winer, 1957, p.12). Other criteria used 
to include guestionnaires in the data analysis are explained 
in the responding/nonresponding schools section in this 
chapter.
Instrumentation
Refinement of the CFSP Instrument (Phase I of the Study) 
This section will be divided into three parts: results 
from the Evans (1988) study, results from 1992 construct 
validation study, and results from Phase I of this study.
Results from the Evans (1988) Study
Evans (1988) reported a disproportionate number of 
teachers perceiving their principals as "Initiators" when 
using the CFSP. She used the CFSP developed by Bost and 
Ruch (1985) to operationally define CFS in her study. 
Approximately 52% of the principals in her study were 
perceived as Initiators, 25% as Managers, and 23% as 
Responders. Since Chi-square calculations are based on 
overall expected frequency distributions, a highly skewed 
distribution of scores such as that found in the original
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Evans (1988) study could adversely affect Chi-square 
results. Table 3.2 summarizes these results from the Evans 
study.
Table 3.2
Summarv Data Describina Principal Chancre Facilitator Stvles
Based on Teachers' Perceptions and Grouped bv














Initiator Column Percent 46.1 45.9 62.4 50.9 51.95
Manager Column Percent 22.6 28.2 21.6 30.4 25.4
Responder Column Percent 31.3 25.9 16.0 18.8 22.6
Total 26.3 19.5 28.6 25.6 100.00
Note. Adapted from Teacher's Perceptions of Principal's Change Facilitator Styles in Schools that 
Differ According to Effectiveness and Socioeconomic Status, by L. Evans, 1988, Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation. University of New Orleans, p. 111.
Evans and Teddlie (in press) describe these results as 
surprising since Initiators are described as principals who 
surpass district demands, at times pushing for district 
changes. Seibel (1986) used the CFSP in her study in one 
school district in Virginia, and she found 34% of the 
teachers rated their principals as Initiators, 3 6% as 
Managers, and 27% as Responders. According to Evans and 
Teddlie (in press), it is more reasonable to expect an even 
distribution of Change Facilitator Styles among principals, 
as was found in the Seibel study.
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One explanation for the tendency of teachers in the 
Evans' (1988) Louisiana sample to select Initiators more 
often could be sample differences. The Louisiana sample was 
based on outlier schools, while the Virginia sample was 
based on a random selection of the total population of 
schools in the district.
Another possible reason for the skewed results could be 
the social desirability of some of the items. To illustrate 
this point, examples of items with potential social 
desirability are found in Appendix F. For these items, the 
Initiator response is more desirable than either the Manager 
or Responder responses.
Results from 1992 Construct Validation Study
A construct validation study using Evans'(1988) data 
(Teddlie, Hebert, and Evans 1992) was conducted to 
investigate the extent to which the instrument Chancre 
Facilitator Style of Principal (Bost and Ruch, 1985) 
measured the seven theoretical dimensions proposed by Hall 
et al. (1984). These dimensions are: (1) Vision and Goal
Setting, (2) Structuring the School as a Workplace, (3) 
Managing Change, (4) Collaborating and Delegating, (5) 
Decision Making, (6) Guiding and Supporting, and (7) 
Structuring the Leadership role. Each of the items on the 
instrument consist of three statements that describe 
Initiator, Manager, and Responder behaviors. When
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completing the CFSP. the teacher is asked to choose the one 
statement in each set that best describes the principal.
Based on the disproportionate rate of "Initiator" 
responses reported in Evans (1988), Teddlie, Hebert, and 
Evans (1992) decided to eliminate the six items on the 
instrument that had higher than a 56% response rate for 
"Initiators". This percentage (i.e., 56%) was selected in 
order to result in a distribution of Managers and Initiators 
that more closely approximated Seibel's (1986) distribution. 
Table 3.3 illustrates the distribution of responses for 
perceived CFS using the 30 item scale. Approximately 39% of 
the responses as Initiators; 36% as Managers; and 25% as 
Responders. A copy of the revised CFSP instrument is 
provided in Appendix G.
Table 3.3
Distribution of Responses for Perceived Principal Change 
Facilitator Styles Classified bv School Effectiveness and 












Initiator Observed Frequency 38 29 66 39 172
Column Percent 34.6 31.9 55 33.3 39.3
Manager Observed Frequency 35 39 33 52 159
Column Percent 31.8 42.9 27.5 44.4 36.3
Responder Observed Frequency 37 23 21 26 107
Column Percent 33.6 25.3 17.5 22.2 24.4
Total Observed Frequency 110 91 120 117 437
Column Percent 25.1 20.8 27.4 26.7 100
Note. Some of the column percentages do not add to 100% due to rounding. These data are taken from 
Principals' Change Facilitator Styles in Schools that Differ in Effectiveness and SES. by L. Evans 
and C. Teddlie, 1993, a paper presented at the annual meeting of the 
American Educational Research Association, Atlanta, Georgia, p. 37.
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In addition to the disproportionate number of teachers 
perceiving their principals as "Initiators" when using the 
CFSP, empirical discrepancies with the original theoretical 
"structure" were also found in the Evans (1988) data. 
Responses from the four hundred seventy-two teachers in the 
Evans (1988) study were used to determine if the items, 
indeed, clustered into the seven sub-categories. Based on 
the results from a series of factor analyses, two dimensions 
emerged rather than the proposed seven dimensions. The 
first dimension had 20 items loading highly on it, while the 
second dimension had 6 highly loaded items. The factor 
structure is found in Table 3.4. This factor structure is 
based on data from only the 3 0 items contained on the 
revised CFSP instrument.
Results from Phase I of this Study
In Phase I of the present study, the revised version of
the CFSP was administered to 100 teachers to determine if 
the Teddlie, Hebert, and Evans (1992) results could be 
replicated with a different sample. Results of this factor 
analysis (Table 3.5) were very similar to factor analysis 
results found using the Evans' (1988) data (See Table 3.4), 
with both having a similar two factor solution.
The first two factors from the analysis of the Evans
(1988) data accounted for 38% of the variance in the 
dataset. The first two factors from the analysis of the
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Table 3.4
Factor Structure for the Revised 3 0 Item CFSP (Teddlie.
































Total Variance Explained: 31% 38%
Note. These results are based on a Principal Components 
Factor Analysis, with an orthogonal rotation. Item loadings 
are reported in this table 
only if they exceeded >.3 5 on the factor.
Table 3.5
Factor Structure for the Revised 3 0 Item CFSP Derived from 
Phase I































Total Variance Explained 14% 27%
Note. These results are based on a Principal Components 
Factor Analysis, with an orthogonal rotation. Item loadings 
are reported in this table only if they exceeded>.3 on the 
factor.
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Evans (1988) data accounted for 38% of the variance in the 
dataset. The first two factors from the analysis of the 
Phase I data in this study accounted for 27% of the variance 
in the dataset. A scree test indicated that in each case a 
two factor solution was optimal.
The differences found between the two factor analyses 
were on items 2, 6, 8, 11, and 20. Items 2 and 6 loaded on 
the first factor only for the Phase I study, and on both 
factors for the Evans' data. Item 8 loaded on the second 
factor for the Evans' data, but didn't load highly on either 
factor in the Phase I study. Items 11 and 2 0 loaded on the 
first factor using Phase I data but did not load on either 
factor for the Evans' data. The Cronbach Alpha
reliability coefficient for the revised CFSP was calculated 
using the Phase I data. A reliability coefficient of .85 
was determined for this instrument, which indicates that it 
had adequate internal consistency.
Attitudes of Professional Autonomy (APA)
The APA instrument was designed by Forsyth and 
Danisiewicz (1985) and consists of two distinct subscales:
1) autonomy from employing organization, and 2) autonomy 
from client. A copy of the instrument is located in 
Appendix H. Several of the items used on this scale were 
adapted from the work of Corwin (1963) and Hall (1968,
1969).
79
Twenty-two items comprise the two original subscales:
1) Autonomy from Employing Organization (11 items), and 2) 
Autonomy from Client (11 items). The responses to each item 
are obtained by the use of an eight-point, Likert-type 
rating scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 8 (strongly 
disagree). The four descriptors are: Strongly Agree (1,2),
Agree (3,4) Disagree (5,6) and Strongly Disagree (7,8). 
Scores on each subscale may range from 11 to 88. The higher 
the sum of scores on each scale, the greater the attitudinal 
autonomy.
Autonomy from the employing organization is 
conceptually defined as "the relative attitudinal autonomy 
that individuals express with regard to the institution they 
work in" (Forsyth and Danisiewicz, 1985, p. 69). The 
reliability of Forsyth and Danisiewicz's (1985) scale for 
both the pilot test and the sample used in their study was 
alpha=.80. One example of the eleven items is "Typically 
the administration is better qualified to judge what is best 
for the student than I am".
Autonomy from client is conceptually defined as "the 
relative attitudinal autonomy that individuals express with 
regard to their clients or potential clients" (Forsyth and 
Danisiewicz, 1985, p. 69). The reliability from the pilot 
test conducted by Forsyth and Danisiewicz (1985) was alpha 
coefficient .83, while the alpha coefficient for the sample 
used for their later study was .76. The participants were
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asked to answer the questions to demonstrate how they would 
like their future relationships with clients to be. One 
example of the eleven items is "Students often don't 
understand the complexity of decisions I make in their best 
interests".
Factor Analyses of Attitudes of Professional Autonomy
The results from recent factor analyses conducted by 
Chauvin (1992) indicate that only 12 of the 22 APA items 
loaded on the two types of autonomy scales (organizational, 
interpersonal). According to Chauvin (1992), the 6 items 
loading on Factor II seemed to reflect a broader conception 
of interpersonal autonomy than just from clients. The items 
targeted autonomy not only from clients (i.e. students), but 
also colleagues, co-workers and other individuals with whom 
teachers interact. Items in the interpersonal autonomy 
subscale seem to broadly reflect on individual's preferences 
to act independently from several human influences such as 
teachers, students, and/or other education professionals.
The higher the interpersonal autonomy, the higher the levels 
of allegiance to professional convictions with regards to 
their roles and decision-making.
Also according to Chauvin (1992), the six items on 
organizational autonomy (Factor I) appeared to reflect more 
general elements of organizational autonomy than just 
autonomy from the employing organization. Applied to school
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organizations, "items in the organizational autonomy 
subscale represent individuals' preference to act 
independently of organizational influence and rules" 
(Chauvin, 1992, p. 191).
Teddlie and Hebert (1993) replicated the factor 
analyses conducted by Chauvin (1992) using data from the 
current study. The purpose of the replication was to 
determine if, in fact, there were two distinct scales from 
the APA. and to determine the structure of those scales 
further used in Phase II of this study.
The results of the two-factor orthogonal solution from 
the Teddlie and Hebert (1993) study are very similar to the 
two-factor orthogonal solutions found in the Chauvin (1992) 
study. Table 3.6 illustrates the similarities between the 
results from two studies. Chauvin demonstrated that twelve 
of the 22 items loaded highly on only one of the two factors 
in the two-factor orthogonal solution. The first factor (6 
items) accounted for 13.8% of the variance in the data, 
while the second factor (6 items) accounted for 12.32% of 
the variance. The total percentage of explained variance in 
the date resulting from this solution was 26.12%.
Similarly, the factor analysis in the Teddlie and 
Hebert (1993) study demonstrated that 11 of the 22 items 
loaded on only one of the two factors in the two-factor 
orthogonal solution. The first factor (also the same 6 
items that loaded in the Chauvin study) accounted for 14.64%
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Table 3.6
Comparison of Results from Two Studies Involving Factor 
Analyses of the APA
Chauvin (1992) Teddlie and Hebert (1993)










10 . 63 .70
11
12 . 60 . 58
13 .70 .71
14 .66 .71
15 .57 . 65
16







Explained 13.80% 12.32% 14.64 11.04
Total Variance Explained: 26.12% 25.67%
Note. The loadings reported here are >.30. The cases where 
items loaded >.3 0 on the two factors, the highest loading 
was reported. Factors loadings <.3 0 are not included in 
this table.
of the variance in the data, while the second factor (5 of 
the items that loaded in the Chauvin study) accounted for 
11.04% of the variance. The total percentage of explained 
variance in the data resulting from this solution was 
25.67%.
Data Collection Procedures
Quantitative Data (Data for Phase II of the Study)
The data for Phase II of the study were collected 
during the Spring of 1993. The instruments (CFSP and APA) 
were delivered to the schools by U.S. mail or by the 
researcher. Since teachers answered somewhat sensitive 
questions about their principal, the school secretary was 
assigned as the contact person to distribute, collect, and 
return the questionnaires. The teachers returned their 
questionnaires in sealed envelopes to the secretary at each 
school. The secretary was asked to return them to the 
researcher through the U.S. mail in a self-addressed stamped 
envelope.
Sixty schools received questionnaires to be given to 12 
randomly selected teachers in each school. To increase the 
return rate, follow-up phone calls were made 14 days after 
the questionnaires were mailed or hand delivered and again 
two weeks later. The results of this phase of the study are 
summarized in Chapter 4.
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Qualitative Data fData for Phase III of the Study)
Two of the principals who were perceived as Manager- 
Initiators by their teachers were from an effective middle- 
SES school and an effective low-SES school. The schools of 
these two principals were selected to participate in an 
extensive comparative case study. In this study, an 
attempt was made to explore how similar principal leadership 
styles are mediated by context differences at the schools.
The time spent at each of the two case study schools 
exceeded seventy hours. Extensive principal and teacher 
interviews were conducted, as well as numerous classroom 
observations. School documents were also examined. The 
results of this phase of the study are reported in Chapter 
5.
Response Rate by 
School and Teacher Levels 
The return rate at the school level after the initial 
mail out was 55%. Fourteen days later, the first follow-up 
by telephone yielded a total return rate of 68%. After the 
second telephone follow-up, the final return rate for 
schools was 73%. Twelve out of fifteen schools returned 
surveys in each effective school category (middle- and low- 
SES schools), and ten schools returned surveys from each 
ineffective school category (middle- and low-SES).
The final return rate at the teacher level was 55%. 
Three hundred ninety-five questionnaires were returned out
of the seven hundred twenty that were sent out. Then 
questionnaires were omitted from the data analysis for any 
of the following reasons: if there were items not answered 
on the questionnaire, if the teacher had less than two years 
experience at the school, if the principals had less than 
three years experience at the school, or if a school had 
less than four teachers return surveys. There was a 
disproportionate number of teachers who returned surveys in 
effective versus ineffective schools (60% effective, 40% 
ineffective).
Responding/Non-Responding Schools 
Similarities and differences between responding and 
non-responding schools are presented in Appendix I. The 
only area in which there is a difference among the groups is 
school size. In the effective middle-SES schools that 
responded the average size of the schools was 608 students, 
while in the non-responding schools, the average size of the 
school was 725 students. The responding schools in the 
ineffective middle-SES category had an average of 485 
students, and non-responding schools had an average of 399 
students. Other than these differences, the two categories 
seem similar in the following areas: average percent free 
lunch, in representing different locations in the state, in 
urbanicity, in residual scores from 1991 and 1992, and in 
size of faculty .
Demographic Characteristics of 
Participating Teachers
Three hundred ninety-five teachers in 44 public schools 
in Louisiana stratified by location and urbanicity returned 
the two questionnaires used in this study: Change 
Facilitator Style of Principal and the Attitudes of 
Professional Autonomy scales. The demographic 
characteristics of teachers participating in the study are 
provided in Table 3.7. These data include the years worked 
at this school, experience as a teacher, academic 
preparation, and age.
Limitations
The ex post facto design of Phase II attempts to study 
the influence of SES context and school effectiveness status 
on the Change Facilitator Style of Principals as perceived 
by teachers. The results of this study will only generalize 
to the experimentally accessible population which consists 
of teachers from elementary public schools across the state 
of Louisiana. While an attempt was made to investigate the 
influence of the experience of principals, no attempt was 
made to investigate the influence of other factors such as 
principals' background or education.
The intended unit of analysis for this study was the 
school level. There were not enough surveys returned at the 
school level to have at least five schools in each category
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Table 3.7
Freauencv and Percent of Democrraphic Data for Participating
Teachers
Variable Category Frequency Percent
Years Worked <2 Years 0 00.00
at This School 3-07 Years 97 33 .22
8-12 Years 75 25. 68
12+ Years 120 41.10
Experience 1-05 Years 18 6.10
As a Teacher 6-10 Years 42 14.40
11+ Years 232 79.50
Academic Bachelor's Degree 147 50. 30
Preparation Master's Degree 80 27.40
Master's +3 0 63 21.60
Ed. or Ph. D . 2 00.70





Note. Total number of observations = 292. Sixteen teachers 
had less than two years of experience and were eliminated 
from the study. Total number of observations used for the 
data analysis=276.
for the Chi square analysis; thus the teacher level was used 
as the unit of analysis. Shavelson (1988) indicates.five 
assumptions and requirements for testing observed and 
expected frequencies. "Assumption 4 provides a rule of 
thumb for identifying reasonably accurate probability 
values" (p. 440). It states that "The expected frequency 
for each category is not less than 5 for df>2 and not less 
than 10 for df=l" (p. 440).
88
A school's effectiveness categorization was based on 
the schools' consistently scoring either high or low on 
Spring 1991 and Spring 1992 NRT and CRT tests. Other more 
qualitative variables which could have been utilized as 
indicators of effectiveness were not used in this study due 
to the difficulty in gathering such data.
According to Wiggins (1989), objective tests such as 
criterion-referenced or norm-referenced tests are not a 
"genuine" test of intellectual achievement. Evaluation of 
student performance is considered to be more equitable and 
accurate when it entails human judgment and dialogue.
Wiggins proposes that teachers need to be involved in 
designing a test if it is to be an "effective point of 
leverage".
An authentic test would include essays, original 
research, oral histories, or artistic performances. Wiggins 
also argues that the inclusion of important problems such as 
social, political, and/or scientific would be more 
appropriate than the objective tests currently being used. 
Connecticut, Pittsburgh, Vermont, and California have 
implemented a range of performance-based assessment tests.
In Louisiana, however, these types of tests are not being 
used, and therefore were not incorporated into this study.
The operational definition of a school's socioeconomic 
status in this study utilized the percent of students 
participating in the school free lunch program as the
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indicator. This may not be the most accurate indicator of 
student SES. Mother's level of education and father's 
profession have been used as alternative indicators of SES, 
but this information is no longer collected by the Louisiana 
Department of Education.
Since teachers' perceptions of their principal's 
change facilitator style was an integral part of this study, 
the study has all of the limitations of any "opinion 
research", as opposed to direct measures of a trait. 
Teachers' perceptions were also used to measure teacher 
autonomy. Other measures such as interviews, observations, 
or principal's perceptions of teacher autonomy were not 
used.
Volunteerism is also a potential limitation in this 
study. The persons who volunteer to respond may differ 
greatly from the non-responding subjects. In this study, 
for instance, more teachers from schools classified as 
effective volunteered to participate than did those from 
ineffective schools.
Extensive observations and interviews were conducted in 
two schools (one in the effective middle-SES and one in the 
effective conclusions. From these case studies, a case 
study protocol was used in hopes of increasing reliability. 
The results of the qualitative data may not generalize to 
other elementary school teachers or grade levels.
Statistical 
Data Analysis Procedures 
The data for hypotheses one, two, and three were 
analyzed using Chi-square tests of proportions since the 
CFSP instrument yields nominal data. The data for 
hypotheses four through nine were tested using ANOVA. The 
two main effects and interaction effect was examined for 
statistical significance. Chapter Four presents the 
analysis of the data in detail.
Summary
This chapter discussed the methods and procedures used 
in the study. In particular, it entailed: the design of the 
study, hypotheses, operational definitions, the sample, 
instruments used, data collection procedures, response rate 
by teachers/schools, responding/non-responding schools, 
demographic characteristics of participating teachers, 
limitations, and statistical data analysis procedures. The 
next chapter will detail the results of the statistical 
analysis of the data.
CHAPTER FOUR
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE QUANTITATIVE DATA
Introduction
The purpose of this study was threefold, and this 
chapter presents the results from the second phase of that 
study. Phase II was designed as an ex post facto research 
study, whose purpose was to investigate teachers' 
perceptions of their principal's predominant and mixed 
change facilitator style, and their perceptions of their 
interpersonal and organizational autonomy. This chapter 
will be divided into the following sections: descriptive 
statistics regarding the original hypotheses, results 
related to the original hypotheses, and auxiliary hypotheses 
and findings.
Descriptive Statistics Associated 
with the Original Hypotheses
Change Facilitator Style Instrument
The teachers' perceptions of the change facilitator 
style of their principal were measured using the revised
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version of the Change Facilitator Style of the Principal 
(CFSP) instrument, originally developed by Bost and Ruch
(1985). The teachers responded to 30 items by choosing one 
of the three statements best describing their principal's 
behavior. In each set of three statements, one described 
the behavior of an Initiator, one the behavior of a Manager, 
and one the behavior of a Responder.
A teacher's perception of the principal was classified 
according to both the predominant and the mixed change 
facilitator style of the principal. Predominant style is 
defined as the highest percent of teachers' responses on the 
3 0 item guestionnaire. Mixed style refers to the 
predominant style combined with the style receiving the next 
highest percent of teachers' responses.
There was a disproportionate number of teachers 
responding from effective schools (60%) , as opposed to 
ineffective schools (40%). This may be due to principals in 
ineffective schools not allowing the secretaries to 
distribute the surveys, or to the teachers in the 
ineffective schools not returning the surveys to the 
secretary.
Three hundred ninety-five out of the 720 instruments 
that were distributed were returned. Two hundred seventy- 
six (276) of these questionnaires were used for the data 
analyses. The reasons for omitting questionnaires from the 
analyses were: if there were items not answered on the
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questionnaire; if the principal had less than three years 
experience as a principal at the school; if the teacher had 
less than two years teaching experience at the school, or if 
there were fewer than four instruments returned from the 
school. A more detailed description of the return rate was 
given in Chapter Three.
Data from Table 4.1 indicate that 38% of the teachers 
in effective middle-SES schools perceived their principals 
to be Initiators, 34% to be Managers, and 28% to be 
Responders. In effective low-SES schools, teachers 
perceived 36% of their principals to be Initiators, 31% to 
be Managers, and 33% to be Responders. In ineffective 
middle-SES schools, teachers perceived more principals to be 
Responders (48%) than Initiators (28%) or Managers (25%), 
while teachers in ineffective low-SES schools perceived 
approximately the same number of principals to be 
Initiators, Managers, and Responders.
Data in Table 4.2 indicate a fairly equal distribution 
of the change facilitator styles perceived by teachers in 
effective schools. Overall, 34% of the teachers perceived 
their principals to be Initiators, 30% perceived them to be 
Managers, and 3 5% perceived them to be Responders. This 
finding is consistent with the results from the Seibel
(1986) study. In ineffective schools, however, the 
frequency of Responder (43%) styles was much larger than the
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Table 4.1
Teachers' Perceptions of Their Principals' Change 
Facilitator Style Classified bv Effectiveness and 
Socioeconomic Status
EffectiveMiddle-SES EffectiveLow-SES IneffectiveMiddle-SES Ineffective Low-SES Total
Initiator Observed Frequency 30 32 17 16 95
Expected Frequency 27 31 21 16
% of Total N 11 12 06 06 34
Row % 32 34 18 17
Column % 38 36 28 34
Manager Observed Frequency 27 28 15 14 84
Expected Frequency 24 27 19 14
% of Total N 10 10 05 05 30
Row % 32 33 18 17
Column % 34 31 25 30
Responder Observed Frequency 22 29 29 17 97
Expected Frequency 28 31 21 17
% of Total N 08 11 11 06 35
Row % 23 30 30 18
Column % 28 33 48 36
Total Observed Frequency 79 89 61 47 276
% of Total N 29 33 22 17
Note. Percents may not add to 100% due to rounding. Number of 
observations = 276. Although there were 292 respondents, 16 were 
dropped due to missing data.
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Table 4.2
Stvles of Principals Selected bv Teachers in Effective
Versus Ineffective Schools
Style Effective Ineffective Total
Initiator Observed Frequency 62 33 95
Expected Frequency 58 37
Percent of Total N 22 12 34
Row % 65 35
Column % 37 31
Manager Observed Frequency 55 29 84
Expected Frequency 51 33
Percent of Total N 20 11 30
Row % 65 35
Column% 33 27
Responder Observed Frequency 51 46 97
Expected Frequency 59 38
Percent of Total N 18 17 35
Row % 53 47
Column % 30 43
Total Observed Frequency 168 108 276
% of Total N 60 40
Note. Percents may not add to 100% due to rounding. Number 
of observations = 27 6. Although there were 2 92 respondents, 
16 were dropped due to missing data.
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frequency of Initiators (31%) and Managers (27%). This 
finding is consistent with findings from the Evans (1988) 
study.
In Evans' (1988) most hoc analysis of the CFSP 
instrument, she found that teachers perceived their 
principals as exhibiting a combination of Initiator,
Manager, and Responder behaviors. She discusses the 
existence of a possible continuum between the Initiator and 
Responder styles. In her study, she reported that in every 
case where the most frequently chosen style for a principal 
was the Initiator, the next most frequently chosen style was 
the Manager. When the predominant style of the principal 
was the Responder, the next most frequently chosen style was 
the Manager (with the exception of two cases).
Results from this study reported in Table 4.3 support 
the possible existence of a continuum (84%) as proposed by 
Evans (1988). The data indicate that teachers in effective 
schools perceived more of their principals to be Initiator- 
Managers (32%) and Manager-Initiators (22%), than any other 
mixed style. The other two most common mixed styles 
perceived in effective schools were the Responder-Manager 
(16%) and the Responder-Initiator (14%). There were very 
few Manager-Responders (10%) and Initiator-Responders (5%) 
perceived in effective schools.
The findings in this study are also consistent with the 
Evans and Teddlie (in press) findings which were: when the
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Table 4.3
Principals Selected bv Teachers Accordincr to Effectiveness
Effective Ineffective Total
Initiator-Manager Observed Frequency 50 30 80
Expected Frequency 48 31
% of Total N 20 12 31
Row % 62 38
Column % 32 30
Initiator-Responder Observed Frequency 08 02 10
Expected Frequency 06 04
% of Total N 03 01 04
Row % 80 20
Column % 05 02
Manager-Xnitiator Observed Frequency 35 19 54
Expected Frequency 33 22
% of Total N 14 07 21
Row % 65 35
Column % 22 19
Manager-Responder Observed Frequency 16 08 24
Expected Frequency 15 09
% of Total N 06 03 09
Row % 67 33
Column % 10 08
Responder-Initiator Observed Frequency 22 10 32
Expected Frequency 20 13
% of Total N 09 04 12
Row % 69 31
Column % 14 10
Responder-Manager Observed Frequency 25 32 57
Expected Frequency 35 22
% of Total N 10 12 22
Row % 44 56
Column % 16 32
Total Observed Frequency 156 101 257
% of Total N 61 39
Note. Percents may not add to 100% due to rounding. Number of 
observations = 257.
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principal's predominant style was identified as an 
Initiator, the second most frequently perceived style was 
the Manager. In this study, of the 156 teachers in 
effective schools, seventy-five (48%) of them perceived 
Managers as the second most frequently perceived style.
Evans and Teddlie (in press) also found that where the 
predominant style was Responder, the next most frequently 
perceived style was Manager in ten out of twelve cases.
Data in this study are once again consistent with the Evans 
and Teddlie (in press) findings concerning Responder- 
Manager.
In ineffective schools, approximately the same 
percentage of principals were perceived as Initiator- 
Managers and Responder-Managers (30% versus 32%). Manager- 
Initiators was the next most frequently perceived mixed 
change facilitator style of principal (19%). There were 
very few Initiator-Responders, Manager-Responders, and 
Responder-Initiators perceived in ineffective schools.
Attitudes of Professional Autonomy Scale
As discussed in Chapter 3, Forsyth and Danisiewicz 
(1985) separate attitudes of professional autonomy into a 
dual construct: autonomy from clients and autonomy from the 
employing organization. Autonomy from clients (also 
referred to by Chauvin, 1992 as interpersonal autonomy) 
reflects the teachers' preference to act independently and
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maintain a high level of allegiance to their professional 
convictions. Organizational autonomy represents a teacher's 
preference to act independently of influence from the 
organization or the rules imposed by the organization.
Teachers' attitudes towards professional autonomy were 
measured using the Attitudes of Professional Autonomy (APA) 
scale developed by Forsyth and Danisiewicz (1985). Teachers 
responded to 22 items by choosing one response on an eight 
point, Likert-style scale ranging from 1.0-8.0. The higher 
the sum of item scores, the greater the reported autonomy.
Descriptive statistics for items on the APA are 
presented in Table 4.4. The item scores reflect a range 
from 1.64 (indicating a weak professional orientation) to 
6.11 (indicating a strong professional orientation). The 
majority of the items have scores at or exceeding the 
midpoint of 4.0, while only six item scores were below the 
midpoint. When separating the item scores on the two 
subscales, more items on the interpersonal subscale (items 
1-11) indicate a strong professional orientation than items 
on the organizational subscale (items 12-22).
The model discussed by Forsyth and Danisiewicz (1987) 
classifies three profiles of occupations: true professions,
semiprofessions, and mimics. They found that 
semiprofessionals (such as teachers) were more autonomous on 
one dimension. Consistent with Forsyth and Danisiewicz's
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Table 4.4
Summarv of Descriptive Statistics for Each Item and Total
Instrument on the APA for Teachers in all Schools
Item Mean Standard a % of
Score Deviation Maximum Score
1 5.9 1.26 74
2 5.68 1.65 71
3 6.07 1.36 76
4 4.87 1.66 61
5 4.79 1.60 60
6 2.71 1.61 34
7 4.16 1.70 52
8 2.87 1.77 36
9 6.0 1.15 75
10 5.57 1.26 70
11 3.07 1.72 38
12 4.33 1.89 54
13 5. 05 1.76 63
14 6.11 1.61 76
15 4.65 2.03 58
16 1.64 1.75 21
17 4.8 2 . 00 60
18 2.83 1.84 35
19 4.47 1.91 56
20 3.5 1.65 44
21 4.95 1.72 62
22 4.88 1.85 61
Total 98.98 11.68 56
Note. Total number of observations = 292.
* Percent of maximum score is calculated by dividing the mean 
item score by the maximum possible score for the item (e.g., 
5.9/8.0=74%)
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findings, this study found teachers to be more autonomous on 
one dimension.
Table 4.5 provides summary information for the total 
scale scores as well as for the two subscales: Autonomy from 
Client and Autonomy from Employing Organization. The mean 
score for the Autonomy from Client subscale was 51.58, and 
the mean score for the Autonomy from Employing Organization 
subscale was 47.23. The total mean score was 98.81. These 
findings are similar to those of Forsyth and Danisiewicz 
(1985) in which their subjects scored above the mean on 
client autonomy only.
Table 4.5






a % Of 
Maximum Score
Autonomy 





Total 98.81 11.68 56.24
Note. Each subscale consists of 11 items. Total number of 
observations = 251.
* Percent of Maximum score is calculated by dividing the 
subscale mean scores by the maximum score of the subscale. 
The maximum possible score for each subscale is 
88 .
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Table 4.6 presents mean and standard deviation values 
for the APA scale across categories of schools. Consistent 
with the predictions in hypothesis five, teachers in middle- 
SES schools perceive themselves as having more interpersonal 
autonomy (52.3) than teachers in low-SES schools (50.8). 
Hypothesis nine predicted teachers in effective middle-SES 
schools to have the most interpersonal autonomy of the four 
groups and the data supported this hypothesis also.
Although not significant, teachers in effective schools 
reported more organizational autonomy than teachers in 
ineffective schools.
Table 4.6
Mean and Standard Deviation Values for APA Scale Classified














Autonomy 51.6 7.4 51.5 7.8 52.3 7.4 50.8 7.6
Organizational
Autonomy 47.9 9.7 46.2 9.1 47.0 9.9 47.5 9.0
Total 99.7 12.1 97.9 10.9 99.0 12.2 98.9 11.1
Note. Total number of observations = 292.
Results Related to 
the Original Hypotheses 
There were nine original research hypotheses that were 
tested. The first three hypotheses concern teacher's 
perceptions of their principal's Change Facilitator Style, 
and were tested using the Chi-square statistical procedure. 
Alpha level of pc.10 was utilized to denote marginal 
significance. Marginal significance was reported due to 
disproportional response rates in the different categories.
Hypotheses four through nine concern predictions about 
teacher autonomy in schools that vary according to 
effectiveness and SES, and were tested using a 2 x 2 
Analysis of Variance statistical procedure. The following 
section concerns the statistical testing of the nine 
hypotheses.
Hypothesis One; There will be significant differences in the 
proportion of principals identified as Initiators, Managers, 
and Responders by their teachers in effective as opposed to 
ineffective schools.
To test hypothesis one, a Chi-square statistic was 
computed to determine if a significant difference existed 
between the observed and expected proportions of teachers in 
effective as opposed to ineffective schools. The test was 
marginally significant [x2(2)=4.03, p<.15]. As indicated in 
Table 4.2, a higher percentage of teachers than expected in 
effective schools perceived their principals to be
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Initiators or Managers, while a higher percentage of 
teachers than expected perceived their principals to be 
Responders in ineffective schools.
Hypothesis One A ; A higher proportion of principals will be 
perceived as Initiators by their teachers in effective as 
opposed to ineffective schools.
The Chi-square statistic was also used to test this 
hypothesis. There was no confirmation of it [x2(l)=.71, 
P=n.s.]. Data in Table 4.2 indicate that only a few more 
teachers than expected perceived their principals to be 
Initiators in effective schools.
Hypothesis One B : A higher proportion of principals will be 
perceived as Managers by their teachers in effective as 
opposed to ineffective schools.
This hypothesis was also not confirmed, using the Chi- 
square statistic [x2 ( l )=-79, p=n.s.). There was very little 
difference in the number of perceived Managers in effective 
versus ineffective schools (See Table 4.2).
Hypothesis One C : A higher proportion of principals will be 
perceived as Responders by their teachers in ineffective as 
opposed to effective schools.
This hypothesis was found to be marginally significant. 
[X2(1)=2.76, p<.10]. As indicated in Table 4.2, teachers 
perceived a higher percentage of principals to be Responders 
than expected in ineffective schools.
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Hypothesis Two A : A higher proportion of principals will be 
perceived as Initiators by their teachers in effective low- 
SES schools as opposed to ineffective low-SES schools.
No significance was found for this hypothesis using the 
Chi-square statistic [x2(l)=«03, p=n.s.]. The data in Table
4.1 illustrate almost no difference in the responses of 
teachers who perceived their principals as Initiators in 
effective low-SES as opposed to ineffective low-SES schools. 
Hypothesis Two B ; A higher proportion of principals will be 
perceived as Initiator-Managers by their teachers in 
effective low-SES schools as opposed to ineffective low-SES 
schools.
Using the Chi-square statistic, no significance for 
this hypothesis was found [x2 ( l )=*04» p=n.s.]. As indicated 
in Table 4.7 there was very little difference in the 
perceptions of principals as Initiator-Managers in effective 
low-SES as opposed to ineffective low-SES schools.
Hypothesis Three A : A higher proportion of principals will 
be perceived as Managers by their teachers in effective 
middle-SES schools as opposed to ineffective middle-SES 
schools.
The Chi-square statistic calculated for this hypothesis 
was not significant [x2 (1)=1.22, p=n.s.]. The data in Table
4.1 indicate a slightly higher percentage of principals 
perceived as Managers in effective middle-SES schools, and
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Table 4.7
Summary Data for Mixed Change Facilitator Styles Based on 









Initiator-Manager Observed Frequency 25 25 16 14 80
Expected Frequency 22 26 17 14
Percent of Total N 8 8 6 5 31
Row Percent 31 31 20 18
Column Percent 35 29 29 30
Ini t iator-Responder Observed Frequency 2 6 1 1 10
Expected Frequency 3 3 2 2
Percent of Total N 1 2 0 0 4
Row Percent 20 60 10 10
Column Percent 3 7 2 2
Manager-Initiator Observed Frequency 15 20 8 11 54
Expected Frequency 15 18 12 10
Percent of Total N 6 8 3 4 21
Row Percent 28 37 15 20
Column Percent 21 24 15 24
Manager-Responder Observed Frequency 9 7 5 3 24
Expected Frequency 7 8 5 4
Percent of Total N 4 3 2 1 9
Row Percent 38 29 21 13
Column Percent 13 8 9 7
Responder-Ini t i ator Observed Frequency 7 15 7 3 32
Expected Frequency 9 11 7 6
Percent of Total N 3 6 3 1 12
Row Percent 22 47 22 9
Column Percent 10 18 13 7
Responder-Manager Observed Frequency 13 12 18 14 57
Expected Frequency 16 19 12 10
Percent of Total N 5 5 7 5 22
Row Percent 23 21 32 25
Column Percent 18 14 33 30
Total Observed Frequency 71 85 55 46 257
Percent of Total N 28 33 21 18 100.00
Note. Percents may not be equal to 100% due to rounding. Total number of observations = 257.
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fewer Managers than expected in ineffective middle-SES 
schools.
Hypothesis Three B : A higher proportion of principals will 
be perceived as Manager-Initiators by their teachers in 
effective middle-SES schools as opposed to ineffective 
middle-SES schools.
There was no significance found, using the Chi-square 
statistic to test this hypothesis [x2(1)=1.33, p=n.s.]. In 
Table 4.7 the data indicates no difference in perceived 
Manager-Initiators in effective middle-SES schools, and 
slightly less than expected perceived Manager-Initiators in 
ineffective middle-SES schools.
Hypothesis Four; Teachers in middle-SES schools will 
perceive themselves as having more organizational autonomy 
than will teachers in low-SES schools.
Results from the ANOVA analysis indicate that there was 
not a significant difference. [F(l, 269)=0.12, p=n.s.].
The mean for teachers' perceived organizational autonomy in 
middle-SES schools was 47.0, while the mean for teachers' 
perceived organizational autonomy in low-SES schools was 
47.5 (See Table 4.6).
Hypothesis Five: Teachers in middle-SES schools will 
perceive themselves as having more interpersonal autonomy 
than will teachers in low-SES schools.
Analysis of the data for this hypothesis indicate that 
there is a marginally significant difference [F(l,260)=2.14,
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P<.15]. As indicated in Table 4.6, the mean value for 
teachers' perceived interpersonal autonomy in middle-SES 
schools was 52.3, and the mean for teachers' perceived 
interpersonal autonomy in low-SES schools was 50.8. 
Hypothesis Six: Teachers in ineffective schools will 
perceive themselves as having more organizational autonomy 
than will teachers in effective schools.
There was no significance found [F(l,269)=1.91, 
p=n.s.]. The mean for teachers' perceived organizational 
autonomy in ineffective schools was 46.2, and the mean for 
teachers' perceived organizational autonomy in effective 
schools was 47.9 (See Table 4.6).
Hypothesis Seven: Teachers in ineffective schools will 
perceive themselves as having less interpersonal autonomy 
than will teachers in effective schools.
No significant difference was found between teachers' 
perceptions of their interpersonal autonomy in effective and 
ineffective schools [F(l, 260)=.03, p=n.s.]. The data in 
Table 4.6 indicates a mean of 51.6 for teachers' perceived 
interpersonal autonomy in effective schools, and 51.5 for 
teachers' perceived interpersonal autonomy in ineffective 
schools.
Hypothesis Eight: Teachers in effective, low-SES schools 
will perceive themselves as having the lowest organizational 
autonomy of the four groups (effective low-SES; effective 
middle-SES; ineffective low-SES; ineffective middle-SES).
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Similarly, teachers in ineffective middle-SES schools will 
perceive themselves as having the greatest organizational 
autonomy of the four groups.
Analysis of the data indicates no significant 
differences among the four groups for this hypothesis [F 
(1,269)=.12, p=n.s.]. The means for each category were:
47.8 in effective middle-SES schools; 47.97 in effective 
low-SES schools, 45.95 in ineffective middle-SES schools; 
and 46.6 in ineffective low-SES schools.
Hypothesis Nine: Teachers in effective middle-SES schools 
will perceive themselves as having the most interpersonal 
autonomy of the four groups. Similarly, teachers in 
ineffective low-SES schools will perceive themselves as 
having the least interpersonal autonomy.
Analysis of the data indicates a marginally significant 
difference among the four groups for this hypothesis 
[F(1,260)=2.14, p<.15]. The means for each category were: 
effective middle-SES, 52.68; effective low-SES, 50.63; 
ineffective middle-SES, 51.85; and ineffective low-SES was 
51.13.
Further analysis indicated that teachers in effective 
middle-SES schools perceived themselves as having more 
interpersonal autonomy than the other three groups 
[F (1,262)=2.22, p<.15]. No significant difference was found 
when comparing the responses of the teachers in the 
ineffective low-SES schools with the other three groups.
110
Auxiliary Hypotheses and Findings 
Upon completing the analyses of the original 
hypotheses, further auxiliary hypotheses were tested. There 
were three reasons for running these auxiliary hypotheses:
(1) the failure to find several of the hypothesized
relationships; (2) the examination of the frequency
distributions indicated some unexpected patterns of 
responses; and (3) the examination of the descriptive data
by age-groups indicated that there were differences in the
patterns of teacher responses according to the experience 
level of the principals.
Some interesting and significant findings emerged from 
these auxiliary analyses. Three significant findings 
concerned the Responder and Responder-Manager styles, and 
two significant findings pertained to principals with 
different levels of experience. As a result, the following 
auxiliary hypotheses were added to the study.
Responder/Responder-Manager 
Auxiliary Hypothesis One: There is a significant difference 
in the proportion of principals perceived as Responders in 
ineffective middle-SES versus effective middle-SES schools.
Using the Chi-square statistical procedure, a 
marginally significant difference was detected [x2 (l)=3.56, 
p<.10]. Teachers perceived their principals more often as 
Responders in ineffective middle-SES schools than in
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effective middle-SES schools (See Table 4.1). This finding, 
which was expected for both middle- and low-SES groups, was 
in fact found only in the middle-SES schools.
Auxiliary Hypothesis Two: There is a significant difference 
in the proportion of principals perceived as Responder- 
Managers in ineffective low-SES as opposed to effective low- 
SES schools.
A Chi-square statistic was computed, and a significant 
difference was found [x2(l)=4.1, pc.05]. Teachers perceived 
their principals as Responder-Managers more often in 
ineffective low-SES schools than in effective low-SES 
schools (See Table 4.7).
Auxiliary Hypothesis Three: There is a significant 
difference in the proportion of principals perceived as 
Responder-Managers in ineffective than effective schools.
This auxiliary hypothesis was also supported by the 
Chi-square results [x2 ( l )=7.4, pc.01]. There were fewer 
Responder-Managers than expected in effective schools, and 
there were more Responder-Managers than expected in 
ineffective schools (See Table 4.3). This finding sheds 
further light on the previously reported results under 
Hypothesis 1-C. Only the predominant style was addressed in 
Hypothesis 1-C, while this hypothesis includes a blending of 
the Responder and the Manager style.
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Experience of Principal 
While gathering the qualitative data, it became evident 
that the experience level of principals played a critical 
role in their teachers' perceptions of the principals' 
leadership style. As a result of this insight, it was 
decided to separate the quantitative data into teachers' 
perceptions of the change facilitator style of the 
principals with less than or greater than twelve years 
experience. Findings indicate that it may take principals a 
while to settle into their leadership styles.
In effective schools, there was very little variance in 
the perceptions of predominant leadership styles, regardless 
of the principal's experience level. The differences 
between observed and expected frequencies was never more 
than one. This is evident from the data summarized in Table 
4.8.
Table 4.8
Facilitator Stvles Accordinq to Experience
Effective Schools Initiator Manager Responder Total
>12 years observed frequency 50 42 41 133
Experience expected frequency 49 43 41
row % 38 32 31
column % 82 78 80 80
<12 years observed frequency 11 12 10 33
Experience expected frequency 12 11 10
row % 33 36 30
total % 18 22 20 20
Total observed frequency 61 54 51 166
% 37 32 31 100
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An interesting finding concerning principals with 
greater than twelve years experience was that they were very 
seldom perceived in schools judged to be ineffective using 
the criteria from this study (See Table 4.9). Principals 
with greater than twelve years experience may not remain at 
ineffective schools. Perhaps they request transfers early 
in their career, or are transferred by the Central Office.
Experienced principals in the following hypotheses 
refers to principals with greater than twelve years 
experience.
Auxiliary Hypothesis Four: There is a significant difference 
in the proportion of experienced principals' identified as 
Initiators, Managers, and Responders in effective versus 
ineffective schools.
Using the Chi-square statistic, marginal significance 
was reached [x2(2)=8.72, pc.10]. More experienced 
principals were perceived to be Initiators in effective 
schools and Responders in ineffective schools (See Table 
4.10). While this finding reflects only experienced 
principals, it lends partial confirmation to Hypothesis One. 
Auxiliary Hypothesis Five; A higher proportion of 
experienced principals will be perceived in effective 
middle-SES as opposed to ineffective middle-SES schools.
There were more experienced principals than expected 
who were perceived as Initiators and Managers in effective 
middle-SES schools, and more experienced principals who were
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Table 4.9
Teacher' s Perceptions of Their Principal's CFS with Greater
than 12 vears Experience Classified bv SES and Effectiveness
Effective Effective Ineffective Ineffective TotalMiddle-SES Low-SES Middle-SES Low-SES
Initiator Observed Frequency 26 24 4 3 57
Expected Frequency 22 21 9 5
% of Total N 15 14 2 2
Row % 46 42 7 5 32
Column % 39 36 14 21
Manager Observed Frequency 24 18 7 6 55
Expected Frequency 21 21 9 4
% of Total N 14 10 4 2 31
Row % 44 33 13 11
Column % 36 27 24 43
Responder Observed Frequency 17 24 18 5 64
Expected Frequency 24 24 11 5
% of Total N 9 14 10 3 36
Row % 27 38 28 8
Column % 25 36 62 36
Total Observed Frequency 67 66 29 14 176
% of Total N 28 38 16.10 8 100




than 12 vears Experience Classified bv Effectiveness
Effective Ineffective Total
Initiators Observed Frequency 50 7 57
Expected Frequency 43 14
% of Total N 28 04
Row % 88 12 32
Column % 38 06
Managers Observed Frequency 42 13 55
Expected Frequency 42 13
% of Total N 24 .07 31
Row % 76 24
Column % 32 30
Responders Observed Frequency 41 23 64
Expected Frequency 48 16
% of Total N 23 13 36
Row % 64 36
Column % 31 53
Total Observed Frequency 133 43 176
% of Total N 76 24 100
Note. Total number of observations = 176. Total percent 
may not equal 100% due to rounding.
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perceived as Responders in ineffective middle-SES schools 
[X2 (2)=10.87, p<.025] (See Table 4.9).
Summary
The following sections were included in this chapter: 
Descriptive statistics regarding the original hypotheses, 
results related to the original hypotheses, and auxiliary 
hypotheses and findings. While this chapter presented the 
findings regarding the quantitative data, the next chapter 
will present the qualitative data findings.
CHAPTER FIVE
COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS OF QUALITATIVE DATA
Introduction
As previously noted, two schools were selected to 
participate in extensive comparative case studies that 
involved some 14 0 hours of data gathering. These case 
studies were an attempt to explore how similar principal 
leadership styles are mediated by school context 
differences.
When the case studies were initiated, our data 
indicated that the principals of both schools were perceived 
to be Manager-Initiators by their faculties, and that both 
schools had been classified as effective. While the schools 
were similar on these dimensions, they differed in terms of 
an important context variable, the socioeconomic status of 
the parents of their students.
There were three main reasons for choosing the schools 
used for this phase of the study. Data in Table 4.7 showed 
that the Manager-Initiator style was one of the most 
frequently perceived mixed styles by teachers. While 
researchers have recognized the existence of a blending or
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merging of change facilitator styles, few investigations 
have elaborated upon their impact. Since the principal's 
leadership style has a tremendous impact on the 
effectiveness of a school, a more thorough understanding of 
a frequently occurring mixed style seemed appropriate.
Schools with different SES contexts were chosen because 
several studies have demonstrated quantitative differences 
between schools with different SES contexts, but few have 
explored those differences qualitatively. One of the two 
schools chosen was classified as an effective middle-SES 
school, and the other as an effective low-SES school. Thus, 
the case studies were designed to explore the impact of 
similar leadership styles in different contexts.
The third reason for selecting these two schools 
emerged as an important factor as the case studies 
developed: the two principals also differed in their 
experience level, with one principal being a veteran of many 
years experience at his school, while the other was just 
starting at her school. According to the design of Phase 
II, the less experienced principal's school should not have 
been in the study, since she had been at the school less 
than three years. A last minute change in principals at the 
school, which occurred after the sample was selected, 
resulted in this school being in the sample.
Serendipitously, this allowed a comparison of a veteran 
principal with a novice.
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As discussed in Chapter Four, when the quantitative 
data were separated into experienced and inexperienced 
principals, some significant differences were discovered. 
These differences indicated that leadership style involves a 
developmental process. According to Smith (1993), and 
consistent with the qualitative findings from this study, 
leaders are developed through experience and current 
situational characteristics. Smith also proposed that style 
develops as a result of the ongoing processes of decisions, 
innovations, and motivations. Principals manage situations 
and people, and utilize their evolving leadership styles to 
meet these challenges.
Mr. Larson, the principal at the effective middle-SES 
school had been there for eighteen years, while Mrs. Porche, 
the principal at the effective low-SES school was in her 
first year at this school. She had seven years experience 
as principal at a low-SES school prior to coming to Hilltop 
Elementary. The data in Table 5.1 is a recapitulation of 
the characteristics of the two schools that will be 
discussed in detail in this chapter.
Pseudonyms have been substituted for the actual school 
and principal names throughout the case studies. Some other 
information has been changed to further protect the 
anonymity of the participants.
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Table 5.1
W A A W t A .  W  W.i. t ^ W X * W W _ ^ W  A A W W W . I . W W  _ W W A .  W W * *  W  J  W * *  *..pf
Stvle and Experience
Davis Elementary Hilltop Elementary
Context
1 . Middle-SES 1 . Low-SES
2. Small City 2. Metropolitan Area
3. 380 Students 3. 420 Students
4. Little Faculty Turnover 4. Little Faculty
Turnover
Leadership Style
1 . Collaboration With all 1 . Collaboration With
Teachers Some Teachers
2. Attentive To Individual 2. Inattentive to
Needs Individual Teaching
3. "We" Attitude Styles
4. Shared Accountability with 3. "They" Attitude
Parents 4. Discouraged Shared
5. Emphasis on Classroom Accountability
Instruction 5. Lack of Emphasis on






1 . 18 years at Davis 1 . 1st year at.Hilltop
2. Attentive to Factions 2. Inattentive to
3. More Diplomatic Factions




In an attempt to corroborate the evidence, multiple 
sources of data were collected from the schools. Documents 
such as letters, newsletters, and newsclippings were 
examined. Open-ended interviews were conducted with the 
principal and teachers at each school. The reconstructed 
Change Facilitator Style of Principal fCFSP) questionnaire 
was administered to teachers at the schools. Direct formal 
and casual observations were conducted involving 
observations of meetings, classrooms, the faculty lounge, 
the halls, and the playgrounds. The time spent in each 
school was in excess of seventy hours.
Davis Elementary
Life in the School
Playground equipment surrounds the sidewalks leading to 
the front entrance of Davis Elementary. Upon entering the 
building one notices the hallways covered with students' 
work, as well as several paintings of delightful characters 
and storybook themes. In the principal's office one is 
greeted with a huge blown up heart hanging in the left 
corner that has "I love you this much" printed on it.
Several letters, drawings, photographs, and gifts received 
from students over the years are also displayed in the 
principal's office.
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A theme that permeated Davis Elementary was that it was 
student-centered. Many discussions in the teachers' lounge, 
in the halls, and the principal's office were reflective of 
a sincere interest in students. One discussion between two 
teachers concerned exchanging creative writing teaching 
strategies. Another discussion between the principal and a 
few teachers was on exposing students to historical and 
cultural landmarks by taking them on field trips. And yet 
another conversation concerned different strategies to get 
the students to learn their math facts.
Many of the effective school characteristics that are 
reported in several studies were quite evident at Davis 
Elementary. The mission of this school was focused on 
academics, and emphasis was placed on the students' 
instructional time-on-task. Both the secretary and the 
principal kept outside interruptions in the classrooms to a 
minimum.
The principal and teachers were very attentive to the 
monitoring of student progress. Mr. Larson required 
teachers to turn in samples of creative writing from each 
student once every six weeks. Afterwards, they would meet 
to talk about the students' progress or lack of it. The 
principal reviewed report cards very carefully, and met with 
teachers if he noticed any drastic drop in a student's 
grade.
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Many external rewards for academic achievement were 
given every six weeks at Davis Elementary. Examples of such 
rewards are: honor roll, most cooperative, highest average, 
super student, and the special dragon award in upper and 
lower grades. Studies reported by Stringfield and Teddlie 
(1988), and Teddlie and Stringfield (1985), indicated that 
middle-SES schools tend to de-emphasize visible external 
rewards, believing they would be unnecessary if an adequate 
academic orientation was found at home. When the principal 
was asked why he emphasized such rewards, he responded, "I 
do this because of the change in my student population in 
the last five years. More are from working single parent 
families." He seemed to doubt whether adequate external 
rewards were, in fact, found at home for his students.
Context
As explained in detail in Chapter Three, a school's SES 
was determined by the percent of students receiving free 
lunches at the school. Approximately 19% of the students at 
this school receive free lunches. Since the 1990-91 school 
year, two students have been suspended, and none have been 
expelled. The average percent of student attendance for the 
past three school years has been 96%.
The school was built about 30 years ago in a middle 
class neighborhood. It is located in a residential area 
that has now become primarily a rental district. Enrollment
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consists of 380 students and about 30 teachers. Faculty 
turnover is almost nil, and forty-three percent of the 
teachers have Masters degrees.
Davis Elementary was considered effective because it 
met the criteria for this study which is explained in 
Chapter 3. The criteria were based on test scores from the 
1990-91 and 1991-92 school years. The qualitative data were 
gathered during the 1992-93 school year.
Test scores from the 1992-93 school year were 
consistent with the two previous years. Most of the 
students in this school scored above the district and state 
averages on both the Criterion-Referenced Tests (CRT) and 
the Norm-Referenced Tests (NRT). Ninety-four percent of the 
students in grade 3 and 92% in grade 5 passed the language 
arts section; and 100% of the students in grades 3 and 5 
passed the mathematics section of the CRT. In grade 4, 56% 
of the students scored in the 76-99 Percentile, and 23% 
scored in the 51-75 Percentile of the NRT. Twenty-one 
percent of the students scored below the 50 Percentile on 
the NRT for the 1992-93 school year.
Manaqer-Initiator
Teachers at Davis Elementary chose 40% of the responses 
that described their principal as exhibiting behaviors 
indicative of the Manager style on the CFSP; and they also 
selected 31% of the items that described their principal as
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exhibiting behaviors of the Initiator leadership style.
This mixed Manager-Initiator style perceived by the teachers 
was also observed during qualitative data gathering at the 
school.
For instance, the district Central Office suggested the 
implementation of a new program for schools in the district 
during 1992-93. Mr. Larson respected the rules of his 
district, but did not implement a component of this program 
that he thought would not promote maximum effectiveness 
(Behavior Indicative of an Initiator). This component was 
the requirement to document everything. He stated "If 
teachers are fulfilling all of the paper work requirements 
of this program they won't have the time to teach." At the 
same time, and indicative of a Manager style, Mr. Larson was 
actively and personally involved with his teachers on 
decisions concerning this program.
Another example of Mr. Larson exhibiting mixed style 
behaviors concerned his goals and vision for the school. 
Often times he engaged his teachers in regular review of the 
school situation, a behavior which is indicative of a 
Manager. Concerning future goals, however, he took the lead 
in identifying them, which is indicative of an Initiator.
One future goal that Mr. Larson identified involved 
trying to "reach" the students that were the most difficult 
to reach. He planned to have meetings with teachers to 
discuss ideas concerning how to motivate students who were
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so hard to motivate: how to get students who were not at all 
interested in school to change their attitudes. Mr. Larson 
felt that the majority of the students at Davis Elementary 
were motivated and interested in learning, but in the future 
he felt the need to spend time trying to reach the small 
percentage of students that were not.
Mr. Larson established the important staff 
responsibilities and how they would be accomplished 
(Behavior Indicative of an Initiator). For example, he 
assigned teachers to chair committees at the first faculty 
meeting, and he outlined for them what he wanted addressed 
during the school year (i.e. incentives to increase 
motivation and self-esteem, teaching strategies to improve 
creative writing, and student projects that promote a 
positive learning climate).
Mr. Larson collected information from a variety of 
sources to monitor the change effort and to ensure quality 
implementation (Behavior Indicative of an Initiator). It 
was not unusual for him to invite persons from the Central 
Office to come to the school and assess the status of the 
implementation of a new program. While exhibiting such 
Initiator behaviors, Mr. Larson also maintained close 
contact with teachers, attempting to identify things that 
might be done in assisting them with change (Indicative of a 
Manager).
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Mr. Larson arranged for several workshops, that 
addressed effective teaching strategies, to be held at the 
school. He felt like this would benefit the teachers and 
assist him in attaining "top-notch instruction" from his 
teachers.
When Mr. Larson was asked what he perceived his 
leadership style to be, his comment was,
I take things slow and easy. People will do a lot
for you, but they don't like things shoved down 
their throat...I don't sweep things under the rug,
I take things head on...Many of my reactions to 
situations depend upon the situation.
He said that he continually collaborated with the 
teachers. "Thirty IQ's will make for a better decision than 
one IQ".
Experience
Mr. Larson, now in his eighteenth year as principal at
Davis Elementary, commented several times that the way he
did things now was not like he did them when he began as a 
principal. For instance, when a teacher called a parent 
prematurely and divulged that her child was chosen as the 
outstanding student in the parish, the principal immediately 
called the teacher into the office. He calmly expressed his 
disappointment to the teacher. When the teacher left his 
office, the principal commented, "Sixteen years ago I might
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not have handled that situation the same way". He explained 
that he might not have handled it so calmly. He said, "My 
reaction was probably due to seeing how important this 
teacher has been to the school over the years".
Consequently, he tried very hard not to upset her while 
confronting the situation.
The principal commented that in time, one becomes more 
attuned to parent, student, and teacher factions. He 
commented, "When you're not familiar with the various 
interest groups, and there are various ones, you do things 
differently".
Mr. Larson required all teachers to observe in other 
classrooms at least once a semester. He said that he 
started this after he was principal about 10 years. He felt 
like this was a good way to "keep everyone on their toes". 
Teachers were going to try their best to impress an 
observer, and if they were constantly being observed by 
their colleagues, they would constantly try to be 
impressive.
Mr. Larson also required all teachers to assess their 
students' learning styles within the first two weeks of 
school. He and another teacher examined several commercial 
instruments used to assess learning styles. They took the 
best items from all of the instruments and compiled one 
questionnaire that they felt was the most appropriate for 
their school. He said that this information was valuable
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especially when a child was having difficulty learning. He 
commented several times, "If a child doesn't learn the way 
you teach, you teach the way they learn."
In commenting on his many years as principal, Mr.
Larson said "People have been shooting arrows at me for 
years, but when you're on top of the hill (recognizing his 
school as being one of the best) you don't let arrows bring 
you down". He was so focused on the instructional goals he 
wanted accomplished, that he spent little time on anything 
that did not pertain to this.
This focus on instruction, he said, had become more 
prevalent over time. In his beginning years as principal, 
he felt like he was forced to divide his time among becoming 
familiar with many aspects of the school: the facility, 
needed supplies and equipment, and the needs, norms and 
behaviors of the faculty, students, and parents. Once he 
was comfortable with these areas he was able to become more 
focused on instruction. Again, Mr. Larson's responses 
indicate that he perceived his leadership style to have 
developed, or evolved, over the course of his career.
Hilltop Elementary
Life in the School
Hilltop is located in the middle of an urbanized area. 
Adorned with flower beds which were planted by different
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classes, the 30 year old facility has been well maintained. 
Most of the classrooms opened up to the outside only, and 
consequently there were few hallways decorated with student 
work.
This was the principal's first year at this school.
She was energetic, ambitious, and seemed quite knowledgeable 
of effective teaching strategies and student learning 
styles. During initial observations, the themes that 
appeared to permeate Hilltop were: a focus on teaching and 
learning, attention to becoming familiar with needed 
facility repairs, and attention to raising funds to purchase 
needed supplies for teachers.
Mrs. Porche often put copies of articles from 
professional journals in the teachers' mailboxes. She 
organized a scavenger hunt for the teachers to collect 
inexpensive supplies for hands-on science kits. Teachers 
commented that Mrs. Porche had gotten them resource books 
that previous principals did not consider a top priority.
She had even gotten a sidewalk leading from the classrooms 
to the playground. Teachers also commented that this 
sidewalk was something else that they had wanted for several 
years but were unsuccessful in getting.
As a result of an unfortunate course of events, 
however, concern for teaching and learning took a back seat 
at the school during the 1992-93 school year. This conflict 
became evident from comments she made after conducting
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observations in two classrooms. Mrs. Porche commented that 
there were some teachers who had been at the school for 
thirty years and needed to update their teaching strategies. 
She also commented that this small group of teachers would 
either have to conform to her wavs, or transfer to another 
school.
Mrs. Porche noted that there had been several changes 
in principalship at Hilltop in the recent past. She had 
been told by two of the previous principals that there was a 
group of teachers who tried to run the school, and that they 
had requested transfers from the school to avoid confronting 
these teachers.
After a meeting with the Parent Teacher Association 
(PTA) officers, it was evident that friction existed between 
the PTA president and the principal. They had met to 
discuss an upcoming fundraiser sponsored by the PTA, and for 
almost every question that the principal asked the PTA 
president, the response was laced with sarcasm. For 
example, her response to the principal for not seeking the 
principal's approval for an advertisement put in the paper 
was, "I consulted the officers, and you are not one of 
them".
The following week, a meeting was held after school 
with PTA officers, teachers, and the principal. The 
teachers discussed the contents of the meeting for several 
days afterwards. Some of the comments that the PTA
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president made to the teachers at the meeting were: "Many of 
you are puppets to the principal, and only a certain few are 
in the principal's select group". At the meeting, Mrs. 
Porche responded to some of the comments made, and then said 
that she did not have to be subjected to this type of 
behavior. The meeting ended shortly after. One of the 
teachers commented later that the PTA president was a close 
friend of the small group of teachers who were at odds with 
Mrs. Porche.
Everyone at Hilltop seemed to become preoccupied with 
the personality conflicts that had surfaced. Academic time- 
on-task and monitoring of student progress was given little 
attention once the friction between the principal, the 
faction of teachers, and the PTA president snowballed.
A mediator was sent by the district Central Office to 
the school to talk to all of the staff members to try to 
define the problem. His recommendation was that an expert 
in conflict resolution be brought in to work with the 
principal and the teachers for the next school year. During 
the summer, and against the recommendation of the mediator, 
Mrs. Porche was transferred by the school board to a 
supervisory position.
Context
The percent of students receiving free lunches at 
Hilltop was 58.1%. As a result of this, the school was
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considered a low-SES school. There were about 440 students 
and 3 0 teachers on the faculty with minimal faculty 
turnover. The average student attendance over the past 
three years has been 95%, with an average of 3% of the 
students being suspended.
This school was classified as an effective school based 
on the two years of test results prior to the observations 
in the school. Test scores for the year of observation in 
the school, which was characterized by extreme friction, did 
decline on the NRT. Twenty-two percent of the students in 
grade 4 scored in the 76-99 percentile, 26% scored in the 
51-75 percentile, and 52% of the students scored below the 
50 percentile for the 1992-93 school year. Eighty-five 
percent of the students in grades 3 and 96% of the student 
in grade 5 passed the language arts section of the CRT, 
while 95% in grade 3 and 90% in grade 5 passed the 
mathematics section of the CRT.
Manacter-Initiator
The teachers at Hilltop Elementary perceived Mrs.
Porche to exhibit 59% of the Manager responses on the CFSP. 
and 41% of the Initiator responses. A mixed leadership 
style was also observed while gathering qualitative data at 
the school. However, while a blending of the Manager- 
Initiator style was exhibited by Mrs. Porche in some
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instances, a more autocratic style was exhibited when 
dealing with teaching styles and personality conflicts.
Hall and his colleagues (1984) suggest that the three 
styles (Manager, Initiator, Responder) are not all 
inclusive. They continue to say that the Initiators in less 
effective schools may not be true Initiators, but rather 
"Despots". Despots by definition can be characterized as 
exercising power abusively or oppressively. Examples of 
Mrs. Porche exhibiting this type of behavior include her 
wanting things done her way or no way, and wanting things 
done "yesterday". This sense of urgency towards many 
changes caused stress and turmoil. Mrs. Porche even 
restricted PTA's involvement at the school as well as input 
from a faction of teachers on the faculty. Since there are 
only three styles on the CFSP to choose from, teachers may 
have chosen the closest style (Initiator) rather than the 
true style (Despot).
In structuring the work place, Mrs. Porche set 
standards and expected high performance levels for students 
and teachers (Behavior Indicative of an Initiator). This 
was evident by comments made by Mrs. Porche such as "We can 
and will strive to be the best elementary school in the 
district". Unfortunately, Mrs. Porche did not follow up on 
these expectations once she became preoccupied with the 
personality conflicts. She did expect all involved to 
contribute to effective instruction and management (Behavior
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Indicative of a Manager), but this too was given a back seat 
as a result of the preoccupation with the friction.
In guiding and supporting teachers, Mrs. Porche 
established, clarified, and modeled norms for the school 
(Behavior Indicative of an Initiator). For example, she put 
copies of articles explaining a "hands-on" approach to 
teaching math and science. She even gave demonstration 
lessons to the teachers. However, because of the turmoil 
that prevailed, priority to teaching and learning did not 
remain at the forefront.
Mrs. Porche believed teachers were responsible for the 
best possible instruction (Behavior Indicative of an 
Initiator), but this instruction needed to incorporate what 
she, as principal, felt was best. Mrs. Porche felt that the 
librarian would never be able to implement progressive 
changes in the library. When asked how Mrs. Porche planned 
to deal with this, she said, "In order to get optimal use of 
the library, the librarian will have to change or she wili 
end up requesting either a transfer or retirement". Mrs. 
Porche gave little consideration to teachers' feelings 
towards her suggested instructional strategies.
When managing change, the principal would seek out 
information from a variety of sources (Behavior Indicative 
of a Manager), and would give teachers specific steps to be 
taken regarding the use of the innovation (Behavior 
Indicative of an Initiator). For example, she spent time
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researching the expansion of computers in the classrooms, 
and gave specifics on how she expected teachers to use them. 
She did not seem to give much consideration, though, to 
reducing anxieties of those teachers who had little or no 
experience on computers.
At the beginning of the school year, goals for Hilltop 
were set by collaborating with the teachers (Behavior 
Indicative of a Manager); however, if there was disagreement 
between the teachers and the principal concerning the goals, 
the principal was not willing to compromise if she was 
convinced a particular goal was in the best interest of the 
students (Behavior Indicative of an Initiator). For 
instance, when Mrs. Porche was asked to comment on her
expectations for teachers, she said, "I expect teachers to
use the multisensory approach to teaching. There is no 
other way".
Experience
Upon arrival at Hilltop, Mrs. Porche immediately 
implemented change, allowing very little time to thoroughly 
assess the school situation before trying to change it. A 
few of these immediate changes involved requiring all
teachers to: use a hands-on approach to teaching math and
science, to use the computers in their classrooms, and to 
teach using thematic units.
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As a result of requiring teachers to make these 
immediate changes. Mrs. Porche was forced to deal with a 
small group of teachers who resisted and resented change.
The eventual turmoil from conflict with this faction 
prevented Mrs. Porche from accomplishing many of her school 
related goals.
One possible reason that turmoil escalated to the point 
that it did may be due to Mrs. Porche offending some very 
dedicated teachers who had been at the school for over 15 
years. This small, but influential group of teachers was 
close friends with several of the School Board members. As 
noted by Mr. Larson at Davis Elementary, an awareness of the 
factions of teachers and parents takes time to develop. If 
Mrs. Porche had waited a while before making changes, she 
might have become aware of the possibility of the School 
Board supporting this faction of teachers instead of 
herself. This might have influenced her decision to make so 
many immediate changes at the school.
When Mrs. Porche handled situations, there always 
seemed to be a sense of urgency. When she spoke of time 
frames to accomplish certain goals, she often said, "I'm the 
type of person who wants it done yesterday."
When Mrs. Porche was faced with situations that 
involved someone not agreeing with her plans for change, she 
was not very diplomatic. One of the teachers commented,
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"It's not that we're against change, we're against the wav 
she goes about it".
Comparison/Contrast of the Two Schools
To reiterate, school context, the Manager-Initiator 
leadership style, and experience of the principal were the 
three areas that were emphasized when gathering qualitative 
data. Based on the criteria explained in more detail in 
Chapter Three, both schools were initially identified as 
effective using achievement test scores for the two previous 
school years. While the effectiveness status of Davis 
Elementary was maintained, the effectiveness of Hilltop 
Elementary declined during the 1993-94 school year. This 
was at least partially due to everyone's preoccupation with 
the conflicts that arose and the failure of the principal to 
adopt a leadership style that could have defused that 
conflict.
According to Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) three 
context factors that have been explicitly studied in school 
effectiveness research are: student body SES, grade level of 
schooling, and urbanicity (rural versus urban). Davis and 
Hilltop Elementary differed on both SES and urbanicity.
Davis Elementary was located in a small city and was 
considered a middle-SES school, while Hilltop Elementary was 
a low-SES school located in a large metropolitan core city. 
Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) found several characteristics
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in schools differing on SES and urbanicity, and many of 
these differences were also observed at Davis and Hilltop 
Elementary.
A concern for excellence was evident at the effective, 
middle-SES school (Davis Elementary), as had been the case 
in similar schools described both by Teddlie and Stringfield 
(1993) and Hallinger and Murphy (1986). Teachers accepted 
responsibility for students' outcomes, and worked very hard 
to help them realize the high expectations set for them at 
home and at the school. The principal and teachers were in 
frequent contact with parents and perceived them as being 
concerned with quality education.
The principal at the low-SES supposedly effective 
school (Mrs.Porche) frequently visited the classrooms in her 
school, as did principals in the low-SES, effective schools 
described by Teddlie and Stringfield (1993). After her 
visits to the classrooms, however, she was very insistent 
that teachers teach using a "hands-on" approach. Her 
obstinate attitude seemed to be one of the contributing 
factors to her decline in effectiveness.
Other characteristics identified by Teddlie and 
Stringfield (1993) as demonstrating contextual differences 
due to urbanicity were also evident at Davis and Hilltop 
Elementary. Some grades were departmentalized at the urban 
elementary school, and they were not at the small city 
school. Emphasis in the curriculum was placed on basic
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skills at Hilltop, and Davis Elementary emphasized a broader 
curriculum beyond basic skills.
Both schools had little faculty turnover, and little 
difference in the number of students enrolled. The climates 
at the schools however, were drastically different. At 
Davis Elementary there was a very positive climate with an 
obvious emphasis placed on instruction. At Hilltop 
Elementary the climate was very negative, and the 
faculty/principal/parent conflicts resulted in little 
emphasis being placed on instruction.
Numerous conversations at Davis Elementary concerned 
the principal and teachers attempts to improve classroom 
instruction. The topic of most conversations at Hilltop 
Elementary dealt with the conflicts between the principal 
and a group of teachers and parents. The education of the 
students couldn't be given top priority with such a 
preoccupation with personality conflicts.
As previously described, both principals seemed to 
demonstrate behaviors indicative of a Manager-Initiator the 
majority of the time. But Mrs. Porche seemed to be more of 
an autocratic leader when it came to teaching methods. She 
wanted her suggestions used in the classrooms, and no 
others. This lack of consideration for individuality or 
professionalism among teachers seemed to be a critical 
factor in the snowballing of the conflict.
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Mr. Larson viewed all of his teachers as capable, well 
qualified professionals. He required faculty members to 
meet regularly to collaborate on what was working in their 
classrooms, as well as what was not working. Mrs. Porche, 
however, did not view all of her teachers as qualified 
professionals and did not encourage collaboration among 
everyone. At times she excluded four teachers, who she felt 
would not make any of the changes that she had been 
suggesting. Mrs. Porche also viewed her teachers as needing 
her to train them in using multisensory teaching strategies, 
and accepted no excuses for teachers not trying her 
suggestions.
In referring to his faculty, Mr. Larson used the 
pronoun "we”, while Mrs. Porche referred to her faculty as 
"they". Her attitude was that she had to get them to do it 
her way. Mr. Larson, on the other hand, felt that everyone 
was in this together, and any plan at his school would be 
based on their needs as an entire group.
The principal at Davis Elementary encouraged his 
philosophy of shared accountability between the school and 
parents for a child's education. He felt like the more the 
school and parents interacted with each other, the more they 
would understand each other, and the more beneficial it 
would be for the child's education. Mrs. Porche encouraged 
the involvement of some parents at her school; and she 
strongly discouraged the involvement of other parents
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(namely the PTA officers). She commented that she intended 
to restrict PTA's involvement next year, since she had such 
a miserable year trying to get along with the officers.
Conflicts arose in both schools. Since schools are 
made up of human beings working together, some conflict is 
inevitable. Mrs. Porche seemed to arouse further hostility 
in parents and teachers through the methods with which dealt 
with conflicts. She even commented, "I'm like a dog biting 
someone's arm, I don't let up". Once the conflict arose, 
her focus on instruction became secondary, her goals became 
unclear, and the entire climate at the school became filled 
with conversations concerning the conflict. Conflict at Mr. 
Larson's school rarely snowballed because he handled 
conflicting situations diplomatically.
There was constant turmoil between the principal, a 
small group of teachers, and a few parents at Hilltop 
Elementary. Everyone at the school seemed to be very 
distracted by the entire situation. At Davis Elementary, 
however, everyone was very focused on teaching and learning, 
and Mr. Larson's leadership style seemed to be exemplary.
Mr. Larson made several comments that pertained to him 
handling things differently after many years of experience, 
and his leadership style seemed to be the result of a 
developmental or evolving process. He portrayed himself as 
becoming more relaxed and diplomatic over time. He also 
spoke of having been more willing to make immediate changes
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as a beginning principal than as an experienced one. He 
commented on gradually becoming more aware of parent and 
teacher factions and on handling them delicately. Perhaps 
the outcome of Mrs. Porche would have been different if she 
had not made so many immediate changes, and if she had been 
more relaxed, more diplomatic, and more sensitive to parent 
and teacher factions.
The qualitative data in the two case studies presented 
in this chapter illuminate results from the quantitative 
data presented in Chapter Four. Experience played a major 
role in the way the two principals approached change. The 
more experienced principal, such as Mr. Larson, made more 
gradual changes and dealt with staff factions more 
effectively. He often spoke of the necessity to allow time 
for becoming familiar with a situation before trying to 
change it. Mrs. Porche, however spent very little time 
becoming familiar with influential parent and teacher 
factions before insisting on change.
Two other important variables that emerged while 
gathering qualitative data were how the schools differed on 
their social-psychological environments with regard to the 
cohesiveness of their faculties, and principal 
personological variables. Both of these variables seemed to 
play a major role in the effect of the principal's 
leadership. Mrs. Porche's problems among her faculty 
members began years before she came to the school, and her
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very steadfast attitude towards the unrest compounded the 
problems.
Another important quantitative finding of this study 
concerns teachers' perceptions of their principals' mixed 
styles of leadership, rather than a simple predominant 
style. Even though the principals chosen for the case 
studies were characterized as having the same mixed style, 
the qualitative data reveal that the principals were, in 
fact, quite different from one another in the ways that they 
approached and managed the change process. While mixed 
leadership styles may describe principals more accurately, 
they do not mean that all principals characterized as 
exhibiting the same mixed styles will behave in similar ways 
or will be equally successful.
CHAPTER SIX 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
There have been numerous research studies that have 
attempted to identify what contributes to effective schools. 
The leadership of the principal has consistently emerged as 
playing a vital role in many of the studies. Another, more 
recent factor that has emerged in this area of research is 
the issue of context. This study focused on these issues of 
leadership and context by examining predominant and mixed 
change facilitator styles of the principals in middle- and 
low-SES effective and ineffective school contexts.
This study also examined teacher autonomy as a dual 
construct: interpersonal autonomy and organizational 
autonomy. Attention to teacher autonomy is described in the 
literature as contributing to effectiveness in schools.
Most change efforts in schools involve teachers directly, 
and consequently their beliefs need to be given serious 
attention.
Qualitative data was gathered in addition to the 
quantitative data. The same variables (leadership, context, 
and experience, which emerged as a factor) studied in the 
quantitative section were explored while gathering
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qualitative data. In particular, an attempt was made to 
investigate more intensively two principals who were 
perceived by teachers as being Manager-Initiators, one in an 
effective middle-SES school and another in an effective low- 
SES school.
To recapitulate, there were three phases to this study: 
a refinement of the Change Facilitator Style of Principal 
instrument; an ex post facto research study with a priori 
hypotheses; and the construction of two case studies using 
qualitative data. Hypotheses One, One A, One C, Two, and 
Two A were attempts to replicate the Evans' (1988) study 
using more refined instrumentation. Hypotheses One B,
Three, and Three A were new attempts to confirm hypotheses 
suggested by the work of Hallinger & Murphy (1986) and 
Teddlie et al. (1985, 1989). Hypotheses Two B and Three B 
were extensions of the Evans (1988) study using more refined 
mixed style categories. Hypotheses four through nine 
pertained to teachers' interpersonal and organizational 
autonomy in schools of different SES and effectiveness 
contexts, and were original to this research.
Data for this study came from responses of 276 teachers 
in 44 schools representing 21 school districts in Louisiana. 
The questionnaires used were the revised Change Facilitator 
Style of Principal (CFSP), and the Attitudes of Professional 
Autonomy (APA) scale. Teachers from schools in the 
following categories were included: effective middle-SES,
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effective low-SES, ineffective middle-SES, and ineffective 
low-SES. The Chi-square statistic was used in analyzing the 
nominal data obtained from the CFSP instrument, and an ANOVA 




Marginally significant results were found in the 
proportion of principals identified as Initiators, Managers, 
and Responders by their teachers in effective as opposed to 
ineffective schools. A higher percentage of teachers in 
effective schools were perceived to be Initiators or 
Managers, while a higher percentage of teachers were 
perceived to be Responders in ineffective schools.
This finding is consistent with the Evans and Teddlie 
(in press) finding. They concluded, "Certain 'types' of 
principals might be differentially successful in certain 
'types' of schools" (Evans and Teddlie, in press, p. 24). 
They also suggested that "improvement efforts might begin 
with an appropriate match between the leadership style of 
the principal and the SES characteristics of the school" 
(Evans and Teddlie, in press, p. 24). Questionnaires could 
be administered by the central office to principals and/or 
teachers to determine the principal's leadership style.
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Evans (1988) suggested that future research should 
examine a broader range of change facilitator leadership 
styles, going beyond the three predominant styles 
(Initiator, Manager, Responder). The majority of the 
teachers in this study perceived their principals as having 
mixed styles of leadership rather than a predominant style. 
Evans (1988) also suggested that a possible continuum 
existed between the mixed styles, and this study attempted 
to also explore this suggestion. Eighty-four percent of the 
mixed styles perceived by the teachers in this study were 
indicative of the existence of this continuum. The three 
styles chosen most often were the Initiator-Manager (35%), 
Responder-Manager (18%), and Manager-Initiator (21%).
The study of mixed change facilitator styles seems to 
provide a fuller, more complete understanding of the 
perceived leadership style of the principal. For instance, 
a perceived Manager-Initiator differs significantly from a 
perceived Manager-Responder, yet both would have been 
classified as a Manager using the predominant style criteria 
only. Failing to identify a secondary style seems to be 
eliminating some valuable information.
The hypotheses concerning teacher autonomy were 
exploratory, and two marginally significant findings were 
revealed. Teachers in middle-SES schools perceived 
themselves as having more interpersonal autonomy than 
teachers in low-SES schools. Those teachers in effective
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middle-SES schools perceived themselves to have more 
interpersonal autonomy than the other three groups 
(ineffective-middle; ineffective-low; effective low).
The teachers in this study perceived more interpersonal 
autonomy (from their students and co-workers, as well as 
other individuals with whom they interact) than autonomy 
from the organizational influence and rules. In referring 
to their roles as decision-makers, they maintain a high 
level of allegiance to professional convictions. Since 
Forsyth and Danisiwicz (1985) hypothesized that 
semiprofessionals, such as teachers, would score higher on 
one dimension than the other, the findings from this study 
are consistent with their predictions.
Empirical findings indicate that teachers prefer 
interpersonal autonomy rather than organizational autonomy. 
Questions such as "Why do teachers seem less concerned with 
organizational autonomy" need to be examined. Further 
investigations of factors (i.e. lack of time to devote to 
organizational issues) that may explain teachers' preference 
for interpersonal autonomy is necessary to understand the 
empirical finding.
As explained in Chapter 4, further testing was done 
with regard to auxiliary hypotheses, when several of the 
hypothesized relationships were not found. These auxiliary 
hypotheses were tested through further examination of some 
freguency distributions, which had indicated some unexpected
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patterns of responses. The auxiliary hypotheses also 
emerged through examination of descriptive data which showed 
differences in the patterns of teacher responses to more 
experienced versus less experienced principals.
Findings from auxiliary Hypothesis One indicated that 
teachers perceived their principals more often as Responders 
in ineffective middle-SES schools than in effective middle- 
SES schools. This finding was expected for both middle- and 
low-SES schools, but only found in middle-SES schools.
There was also a significant difference in the 
proportion of principals perceived as Responder-Managers in 
ineffective low-SES schools as opposed to effective low-SES 
schools (Auxiliary Hypothesis Two). More teachers were 
perceived as Responder-Managers in ineffective low-SES than 
in effective low-SES schools.
The significant finding from auxiliary Hypothesis Three 
expands on the results reported under Hypothesis One C.
While only predominant style (Responder) was addressed in 
Hypothesis One C, the auxiliary hypothesis addressed the 
Responder-Manager mixed style. There was a significant 
difference in the proportion of principals perceived as 
Responder-Managers in ineffective versus effective schools.
Other significant findings were uncovered when the data 
were separated into teachers' perceptions of experienced 
versus inexperienced principals. One of the interesting 
findings was that experienced principals were seldom found
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in schools judged to be ineffective. This raises 
interesting questions: How are ineffective principals moved 
from schools before they have a long tenure there? Do they 
request transfers, or are they transferred by insightful 
administrators after a short period of time? Is their 
ineffectiveness transparent enough to the collective school 
culture that they are forced to move on?
A significant difference was found in the proportion of 
experienced principals' perceived leadership styles in 
effective versus ineffective schools. More teachers 
perceived experienced principals to be Initiators in 
effective schools, and more teachers perceived experienced 
principals to be Responders in ineffective schools. This 
finding partially confirms Hypothesis One, which had 
initially pertained to both experienced and inexperienced 
principals.
There was also a significant difference in teachers' 
perceptions of experienced principals' leadership styles in 
effective middle-SES versus ineffective middle-SES schools. 
More principals were perceived as Initiators and Managers in 
effective middle-SES schools, and more were perceived as 
Responders in ineffective middle-SES schools.
A major reason for having a qualitative complement 
(such as Phase III of this study) is for the case study data 
to illuminate the results generated from the testing of a 
priori hypotheses. In this study, the two cases can be used
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to help further understand the results of the statistical 
tests reported in Chapter 4.
For instance, an important finding of this study is 
that teachers perceive their principals as having mixed 
styles of leadership, rather than a simple predominant 
style. The case studies presented in this chapter take 
those results one step further: mixed leadership styles may 
describe principals more accurately, but they do not mean 
that all principals characterized as exhibiting the same 
mixed styles will behave similarly or will be equally 
successful. In the case studies presented here, principals 
were deliberately chosen because they appeared to have the 
same leadership style and to work in effective schools. As 
the case studies developed, it became apparent that the two 
principals were, in fact, quite different from one another 
in the ways that they approached and managed the change 
process.
These differences may be a function of difficulties 
with the leadership construct (principal change facilitator 
style), or with the operational definitions thereof (the 
revised CFSP), but it is useful to first consider the effect 
of context on leadership stvle. Part of the reason that the 
two principals differed so much in both approach and success 
was the context of their schools. The statistical analyses 
reported in Chapter 4 looked at the impact of one context 
variable: the SES of the parents of the students at the
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school. In these particular case studies, however, SES was 
not the most important context variable; instead, the two 
schools varied more significantly on their social- 
psychological environments (or their school climates), 
especially with regard to the cohesiveness of their 
faculties.
When Mrs. Porche came to Hilltop Elementary, she 
inherited what Reynolds (1992) has characterized as "a 
disturbed set of interpersonal relations" (Reynolds, 1992, 
p.83) among her faculty members. Factions existed and she 
was unaware of the power of those factions to thwart her 
efforts at change. On the other hand, Mr. Larson had a 
stable, nonfactionalized faculty, which he had carefully 
developed over an 18 year tenure at Davis. Similar 
leadership styles probably would not have worked with these 
two guite disparate faculty groups.
Thus, the case studies point out the importance of 
school context in determining the comparative success of 
principals who exhibit the same leadership styles. The 
cases also imply that principals characterized as having the 
same mixed styles may, in fact, be quite different in 
approach even if their school contextual variables are the 
same. For example, Mr. Larson and Mrs. Porche might be 
quite different leaders in the same school in which there 
are no context differences.
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There appear to be personoloctical differences among 
principals that make their approach to change very 
different, even if they are characterized by their faculties 
as having the same leadership styles. It is on this point 
that the case studies shed particular light on a phenomenon 
that emerged from the analysis of the quantitative data.
Some of the hypotheses, that were not supported when using 
the complete sample, were supported when using a sample of 
experienced principals only. Another way of stating this is 
that the hypothesized relationships between school context 
and principal leadership style were stronger when the sample 
was composed of experienced principals only.
In the case studies presented here, experience played a 
major role in the way that the two principals approached 
school change, independent of their own principal leadership 
style (as characterized by their faculties) and their school 
context. When Mr. Larson talked about school change, he did 
so in light of his 18 years of experience. This experience 
made him approach change more gradually than he would have 
ten years earlier, and it also made him more aware of the 
power that disenchanted factions of the school's faculty can 
have on the change process. Mrs. Porche, who had little 
experience, wanted immediate change, and she didn't care 
what the various factions thought about that. This lack of 
experience, and her tendency to resort to authoritarianism 
when challenged, spelled her doom at Hilltop.
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Thus, the quantitative results and the case studies 
conclude that both school context and principal 
personological variables can mediate the effect of principal 
leadership (defined as principal change facilitator style). 
Is principal leadership a good construct to be using in 
school effectiveness studies when context and personological 
variables can have such an impact on it? The problems with 
principal leadership may be a function of the construct that 
is being measured in this study (specifically, principal's 
change facilitator style) or of the measuring instrument 
(the revised CFSP).
On a construct level, it may be that arraying 
principals on a continuum from Responders to Managers to 
Initiators (or from Responder-Managers to Responder- 
Initiators to Manager-Responder, etc.) is foolhardy, since 
such categories can only grossly differentiate principals on 
one arbitrary dimension. It could be that a more complex 
taxonomy is needed; for instance Hall and his colleagues
(1983) have suggested a taxonomy that would distinguish 
among Initiators and Despots and other categories, but there 
is no currently available instrument to operationalize this 
more refined taxonomy. The fact that some studies have 
demonstrated differential success among principals 
exhibiting different principal change facilitator styles (as 
currently defined) in different contexts (Evans & Teddlie,
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in press; Teddlie & Stringfield, 1993) argues that the 
construct may at least have some limited utility.
It could also be that the revised CFSP still suffered 
from psychometric problems, and that these difficulties lead 
to instances in which diverse principals, such as Mr. Larson 
and Mrs. Porche, would be categorized as having the same 
mixed style according to their teachers. While data from 
Phase I of the current study indicate that the revised CFSP 
yields a more evenly distributed set of responses to the 
three predominant styles than the original CFSP. it is still 
an open question as to whether or not the instrument truly 
captures the construct it is attempting to measure. In 
light of this concern, the distribution of mixed styles 
presented in Table 4.8 may also be problematic. Do teachers 
most often perceive their principals as Initiator-Managers, 
Responder-Managers, and Manager Initiators? These data 
provide only a starting point in the study of mixed styles 
for principals.
Possible Reasons for 
Non-Significant Findings 
The disproportionate number of teachers responding in 
effective (60%) versus ineffective schools (40%) may have 
contributed to some of the findings not being significant, 
in that it is more difficult to find significant chi-squares 
if the frequency distributions are disproportionate. The
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two follow-ups done by telephone did not make a significant 
difference in the number of questionnaires returned from the 
ineffective schools. It is interesting that there was a 
smaller response rate from the ineffective schools, 
indicating resistance to participation in a study about 
school change.
There is still an open question of whether or not the 
instrument really captures the construct it is attempting to 
measure. While attempts were made to reconstruct the Change 
Facilitator Style of Principal instrument used, some of the 
items on the instrument may not clearly distinguish between 
the Initiator and Manager styles. Items appear to 
distinguish between Responders and the other two styles more 
than they do between Initiators and Managers.
The sample for this study was a stratified random 
sample across Louisiana. Differences between the Teddlie 
et. al. (1985, 1989) study and tho Hallinger and Murphy 
(1986) study may account for some of the findings not being 
significant in this study. For example, Hallinger and 
Murphy (1986) used a small sample of 8 effective schools in 
the state of California, and Teddlie et al. (1985) used 76 
schools from all parts of the state of Louisiana in the 
Louisiana School Effectiveness Study (LSES)-II. In LSES-III 
eight matched pairs of schools over a seven year time period 
were investigated.
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Another difference between the two studies is in the 
data collection. Hallinger and Murphy (1986) and 
Teddlie et al. (1985, 1989) gathered both quantitative and 
qualitative information from parents and students in 
addition to teachers and principals. This study focused 
mainly on information from teachers.
The possibility of misclassifying schools into 
categories of middle- and low-SES may account for non­
significant findings. Socioeconomic status was determined 
using percent of students on free lunches. Students on 
reduced lunches were not included since the relationship to 
the achievement test scores was stronger when using only 
students receiving free lunch. Teddlie et al. (1985) report 
that mother's education level and father's profession yields 
a better measure of SES. However, this information is no 
longer available from the Louisiana State Department of 
Education.
The criteria used for classifying schools into 
categories of effectiveness may account for the non- 
significant findings. Both CRT and NRT test scores were 
used to classify schools as effective and ineffective. The 
two types of tests provide different types of information, 
and are believed to be valuable in measuring a school's 
performance (Crone et. al. 1992). Yet, they do not take 
into consideration other measures of a school's
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effectiveness such as teachers and students' perceptions of 
climate and self-concept, as well as faculty and student 
cohesiveness.
Future Research on Change Facilitator Styles
in
Different SES and Effectiveness Contexts 
The results of this study suggest various implications 
for future research and practice concerning principals' 
leadership styles in schools that vary according to context 
and effectiveness. The identification of appropriate and 
inappropriate behaviors of principals can be important for 
in-servicing and/or selecting principals for certain 
schools. Further studies using SES and urbanicity as 
context variables may prove beneficial in matching 
principals with certain change facilitator styles to the 
appropriate context.
Studies that use multiple perspectives (e.g., 
principals, district office supervisors, students and 
parents) would broaden our understanding of a school's 
effectiveness. This study used only teachers' perceptions. 
Since the schools in this study were all elementary schools, 
there is also a need for future studies to explore 
perceptions of the principal's leadership styles in middle 
and secondary schools.
160
A closer look at the Change Facilitator Style of 
Principal instrument may deem useful in further defining the 
differences between Initiator, Manager, and Responders 
styles. For instance, there are three choices given between 
the Initiator, Manager, and Responder styles. While the 
difference between the Responder style compared to the other 
two styles is clear, a clearer distinction between the 
Manager and Initiator styles may be necessary.
Further studies investigating teacher autonomy using 
the Attitudes of Professional Autonomy scale may be 
beneficial. There were significant findings relating to 
teachers' perceptions of interpersonal autonomy, and 
replication of this investigation may clarify these 
findings.
Mixed change facilitator style categories seem to 
provide a clearer picture of a principal's leadership style. 
Data from this study supported Evans' (1988) findings of a 
possible continuum existing between the Initiator, Manager, 
and Responder styles. Further studies need to be done on 
mixed change facilitator styles in order to have a fuller 
understanding of them.
More qualitative studies need to be conducted in the 
area of change facilitator styles. As mentioned in Chapter 
3, a combination of both the quantitative and qualitative 
approaches is superior to either.
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Previous research studies support certain behaviors of 
principals making a difference in a school's effectiveness. 
This study has extended the work on perceptions of a 
principal's change facilitator style in schools that differ 
according to SES and effectiveness. The significant 
findings after separating the data into experienced and 
inexperienced principals imply that experience may play an 
important role in determining which behaviors are more 
appropriate for a school's effectiveness.
Many effective principals are constantly trying to 
implement plans for improvement at their schools. Research 
has shown that strategies for maintaining effectiveness 
should consider context variables (SES, urbanicity, grade 
level configuration). Since teachers are often the ones 
carrying out plans for improvement their feelings concerning 
autonomy must be given serious consideration. Further 
investigations of leadership styles, context variables, and 
teacher autonomy will continue to shed light on what makes 
schools effective.
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APPENDIX A
INDICATORS OF CHANGE FACILITATOR STYLE OF PRINCIPAL
D i mens i ons/ 




goals as school 
goals
Accepts district 
goals but makes 
adjustments at school 
level to accommodate 
particular needs of 
the school
Respects district 
goals but insists on 
goals for school that 
give priority to this 
school's student 
needs
Allows others to 
generate the 
initiative for any 
school improvement 
that is needed
Engages others in 
regular review of 
school situation to 
avoid any reduction 
in school 
effectiveness
Identifies areas in 
need of improvement 
and initiates action 
for change
Relies primarily on 
others for 
introduction of new 
ideas into the 
school
Open to new ideas and 
introduces some to 
faculty as welI as 
allowing others in 
school to do so
Sorts through new 
ideas presented from 
within and outside 
the school and 
implements those 
deemed to have high 













management needs of 
school and plans for 
them
Takes the lead in 
identifying future 
goals and priorities 







in terms of goals 
of school and 
district
Collaborates with 




of expectations for 
the school and 
involves others in 




as a Work 
Place
Grants teachers 
much autonomy and 
independence and 




and expectations for 
teachers and parents 
to maintain effective 
operation of the 
school











strives to see that 
disruptions in the 
school day are 
minimal
Works with teachers, 
students and parents 
to maintain effective 




as first priority; 
personal and 
collaborative efforts 





requests and needs 
as they arise in an 
effort to keep all 
involved persons 
comfortable and 
sat i sf i ed
Expects alt involved 
to contribute to 
effective instruction 
and management
Insists that all 
persons involved give 
priority to teaching 
and learning
Allows school norms 
to evolve over time
Helps establish and 
clarify norms for the 
school
Establishes, 
clarifies and models 











change and pushes 
adjustments and 




change process and 
attempts to resolve 
conflicts when they 
arise
Maintains regular 
involvement in the 
change process 
sometimes with a 
focus on management 
and at other times 
with a focus on the 
impact of the change
Directs the change 
process in ways that 
aim toward effective 








outside the school 
for knowledge of 
innovation
Uses information from 
a variety of sources 
for gaining knowledge 
of the innovation
Seeks out information 
from teachers, 
district personnel, 
and others to gain an 
understanding of the 
innovation and its 
demands
Develops minimal 
knowledge of what 
use of the 
innovation entails
Becomes knowledgeable 
about general use of 
the innovation and 
what is needed to 
support use
Develops sufficient 
knowledge about use 








relative to change 
only in very 
general terms
Informs teachers that 




and steps regarding 







Monitors the change 
effort through 
planned conversations 
with individuals and 
groups and informal 
observations of 
instruction
Closely monitors the 
change effort through 
classroom
observation, review 






may or may not be 
discussed with a 
teacher
Information gained 
through monitoring is 
discussed with 




through monitoring is 
fed back directly to 
teachers, compared 
with expected behav­
ior and plan for next 
steps including 






registered by every 
staff member with 
one or two most 
heavily influencing 
the ultimate flow
Ideas are offered by 




Ideas are sought from 
teachers as welI as 
their reactions to 
principal's ideas; 
then priorities are 
set






respons ibiIi ti es and 
stays informed about 






be delegated and how 
they are to be 
accomplished, then 
monitors closely the 
carrying out of tasks
Decision
Making
Accepts the rules 
of the district
Lives by the rules of 
the district, but 
goes beyond minimum 
requi rements
Respects the rules of 
the district but 
determines behavior 
by what i s requi red 
for maximum school 
effectiveness
As the deadlines 
approach makes 
those decisions 
requi red for ongo­
ing operation of 
the school
Actively involved in 
routine decision 

















to participate in 
decision making or 
to make decisions 
independently
Allows others to 
participate in 
decision making, but 
maintains control of 
the process through 
personal involvement
Allows others to 
participate in 
decision making and 
delegates decision 
making to others but 
within carefully 
established 







and leaves them 
alone to do their 
work unless they 
request assistance 
or support
Believes teachers are 
a part of total 
faculty and estab­
lishes guidelines for 
all teachers for 
involvement with the 
change effort
Believes teachers are 
responsible for 












to respond in a way 
that is satisfying 
to one who made the 
request
Monitors the progress 
of the change effort 




Anticipates the need 
for assistance and 
resources and 
provides support as 
needed (whether or 
not requested) and 
sometimes in advance 
of potential 
blockages
Relies on teachers 
to report how 
things are going 
and to share any 
major problems
Maintains close 
contact with teachers 
and the change effort 
in an attempt to 
identify things that 
might be done to 
assist teachers with 
the change
Collects and uses 
information from a 
variety of sources to 
monitor the change 
effort and to plan 
interventions that 
will increase the 
probabiIi ty of a 
successful, quality 
implementation
Relies on whatever 
training is 





In addition to the 
regularly provided 
assistance, seeks and 
uses sources within 
and outside the 
school to develop 
teacher knowledge and 
skills
Takes the lead in 
identifying when 
teachers gave need 
for increased knowl­
edge and skills and 
will see that it is 
provided, most likely 
using the personnel 






teachers as persons 
and as
professionals
Support is directed 
to individuals and 
subgroups for 
specific purposes 
related to the change 
as well as to provide 






individuals and the 
staff as a whole
Note. From "Effects of Three Principal Styles on School Improvement" by G. Hall, W. 
Rutherford, S. Hord, & L. Huling, 1984, Educational Leadership. 41. p. 22-29.
APPENDIX B
Characteristics of Unusually Effective Schools
* Productive School Climate and Culture
Orderly environment
Faculty commitment to a shared and articulated mission focussed on 
achievement
Problem solving orientation
Faculty cohesion, collaboration, consensus, communications, and 
collegiality
Faculty input to decision-making
Schoolwide emphasis on recognizing positive performance
* Focus on Student Acquisition of Central Learning Skills
Maximum availability and use of time for learning 
Emphasis on mastery of central learning skills
* Appropriate Monitoring of Student Progress
* Practice-Oriented Staff Development at the School Site
* Outstanding Leadership
Vigorous selection and replacement of teachers 
"Maveric" orientation and buffering
Frequent, personal monitoring of school activities, and sense-making 
High expenditure of time and energy for school improvement actions 
Support for teachers 
Acquisition of resources 
Superior instructional leadership
Availability and effective utilization of instructional support personnel
* Salient Parent Involvement
* Effective Instructional Arrangements and Implementation
Successful Grouping and related organizational arrangements 
Appropriate pacing and alignment 
Active enriched learning 
Effective teaching practices
Emphasis on higher order learning in assessing instructional outcomes 
Coordination in curriculum and instruction
Easy availability of abundant, appropriate instructional materials 
Classroom adaptation
Stealing time for reading, language, and math
* High Operationalized Expectations and Requirements for Students
* Other Possible Correlates
Student sense of efficacy/futility 
Multicultural instruction and sensitivity 
Personal development of students 
_________Rigorous and equitable student promotion policies and practices___________
Note. From Unusually Effective Schools (p. 10) by D. Levine & L.
Lezotte, 1990, Madison, UI: National Center for Effective Schools Research and Development. 
Copyright 1990 by Board of Regents of University of Uisconsin System.
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APPENDIX C
CHARACTERISTICS ASSOCIATED WITH EFFECTIVENESS 
IN MIDDLE-SES AND LOW-SES SCHOOLS
Middle-SES Schools Low-SES Schools
1. Promote both high present 
and future educational 
expectations.
2. Hire principals with good 
managerial abilities. 
Increase teacher 
responsibility for and 
ownership of instructional 
leadership.
De-emphasize visible 
external rewards for 
academic achievement if an 
adequate orientation is 
found at home.
Expand curricular offerings 
beyond the basic skills.
Increase contact with the 
community. Encourage 
parents with high 
educational expectations to 
exert a press for school 
achievement.
Hire more experienced 
teachers.
1. Promote high present 
educational expectations. Make 
sure that the students believe 
they can preform well at their 
current grade level. Allow 
high future educational goals 
to develop later.
2. Hire principals who are 
initiators, who want to make 
changes in the schools. 
Encourage a more active role 
for the principal in monitoring 
classrooms and providing 
overall instructional 
leadership.
3. Increase the external reward 
structure for academic 
achievement. Make high 
achieving students feel 
special.
4. Focus on basic skills first and 
foremost with other offerings 
after they have been mastered.
5. Carefully evaluate the effect 
of the community on the school. 
If the community does not exert 
a positive press for school 
achievement, create boundaries 
to buffer the school from 
negative influences.
6. Hire younger, possibly more 
Idealist teachers. Give the 
principal more authority in
 selecting her/his own staff.
Note. From "Contextual Differences in Models for Effective Schooling in 
the United States" by C. Teddlie, S. Stringfield, R. Wimpelberg, and P 
Kirby, 1989, In B. Creemers, T. Peters, and D.Reynolds (Eds.), School 
Effectiveness and School Improvement, p. 60
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01 22.247 N M 0.82349 0.83763
02 48.1283 N R 0.76332 1.00862
03 38.7821 N C 1.04430 1.23365
04 49.117 C C 0.88099 1.18861
05 50.1155 C M 0.79493 1.49630
06 41.3793 C U 0.76315 1.19279
07 41.3681 C C 1.21919 0.96751
08 46.8708 C R 1.70765 1.68902
09 18.605 S C 1.82499 0.91680
10 29.7297 S R 1.52959 1.06980
11 24.2188 W R 1.23203 0.80227
12 23.2168 w U 0.75979 0.78089
13 18.2177 w U 0.78246 0.90696
14 39.1892 E U 1.12409 1.03246
15 33.5294 E U 0.94946 0.90864
“ denotes; North (N), Central (C), South (S), East (E), West (W)
b denotes; Metropolitan Core City (M), Urban Fringes (U), City




















16 89.7 N M 1.07018 2.08292
17 79.319 N R 2.10656 0.85319
18 65.2055 C M 1.08613 1.22322
19 73.5849 C C 2.52039 1.22203
20 61.33 C C 2.44395 2.11821
21 64.4979 C C 2.20106 2.15189
22 62.7168 C R 1.27228 1.25235
23 62.5316 C R 1.14605 2.41898
24 61.7001 S T 1.64794 1.90796
25 92.375 W M 0.87490 3.85080
26 89.6226 W M 0.91731 2.26311
27 82.2835 w M 1.77261 1.66182
28 82.2685 E M 2.69544 2.61854
29 67.4721 E M 0.92227 0.85119
30 68.8761 S C 1.91380 0.98069
“ denotes; North (N), Central (C), South (S), East (E), West (W)




















31 29.348 N R -1.5628 -2.1935
32 25.574 N M -1.2945 -1.1273
33 18.78 N M -0.8452 -1.3229
34 44.715 N R -1.6377 -1.5827
35 33.5366 S C -0.8318 -1.2592
36 40.7738 S C -1.0625 -1.2765
37 35.9375 W M -0.7347 -0.9142
38 24.5125 w M -0.7223 -0.9993
39 43.7861 w T -0.9016 -0.8044
40 29.3478 w R -1.0351 -0.9511
41 28.1124 E M -1.4070 -1.3718
42 24.8731 E M -0.9731 -0.8618
43 51.4403 E U -0.6878 -0.9689
44 56.0870 C U -1.1665 -1.8216
45 59.4041 c R -1.4242 -1.2697
a denotes; North (N), Central (C), South (S), East (E), West (W),
b denotes; Metropolitan Core City (M.), Urban Fringes (U), City (0), 
Town (T), Rural (R)
(table con'd)
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46 84.835 N M -1.5957 -1.2912
47 79.265 N M -1.7069 -1.0263
48 87.1734 N C -0.7256 -1.1104
49 75.7463 S C -0.9770 -0.8923
50 69.1489 E M -1.4005 -1.0708
51 86.5604 E M -0.7686 -1.0492
52 66.5610 E C -1.4005 -1.8656
53 76.0965 E u -1.6573 -1.4655
54 83.2797 E T -0.9903 -1.5471
55 82.2804 E R -1.0108 -1.3545
56 91.6462 E M -1.5005 -1.5630
57 67.67113 S C -0.8826 -0.9013
58 83.8235 S T -1.1806 -1.9366
59 69.863 C R -0.9263 -0.7494
60 89.841 S C -1.6703 -0.7837
“ denotes; North (N), Central (C), South (S), East (E), West (W)
b denotes; Metropolitan Core City (M), Urban Fringes (U), City 
(C), Town (T), Rural (R)
APPENDIX E 
DEFINITIONS OF URBANICITY
Metropolitan Core City: a city determined by the United
States Office of Management and 
Budget to be a social and ecomomic 
hub of a Metropolitan Statisticas 
Area (MSA) (i.e., Shreveport, 
Alexandria, Lafayette, Monroe, Lake 
Charles, Baton Rouge, and New 
__________________________ Orleans)_______  __________
Urban Fringes: (e.g., Metairie): the closely-settled area
contiguous to a metropolitan Core City
> with a minimum population of 2,500 
inhabitants
> with a population density of at least 
__________________ 1,000 per square mile_____________________
City/town: an area that is not a metropolitan core city or 
urban fringe:
> with a minimum population of 2,500 
inhabitants
> with a population density of at least 1,000 
_________ per square mile _______ _______
Rural: an area with less than 2,500 inhabitants, and/or
a population density of less than 1,000 per
_______ square mile
Note. From Building A Statewide School Categorization Model 
Using Socioeconomic, Demographic, and Education Variables, 
by S. Casdas, C. Kellebrew, J. Ducote, B. Franklin, and L. 
Crone, (1992), Paper presenter at the meeting of the 





1) a. Decisions are influenced 
more by immediate 
circumstances of the 
situation and formal 
policies than longer term 
consequences (Responder)
2) a. Sees role as one 
ensuring school has a 
strong instructional 
program and that 
teachers are teaching 
and students are 
learning (Initiator)
b. Decisions are based on the 
standards of high 
expectations and what is 
best for the school as a 
whole, particularly learning 
outcomes and the longer term 
goals (Initiator)
b. Sees role as avoiding or 
minimizing problems so 
that instruction may 
occur (Manager)
c. Decisions are based on the 
norms and expectations that 
guide the school and the 
management needs of the 
school (Manager)






Directions: Listed below are thirty triads of indicators of the ways
that school principals facilitate change and improvement in schools. 
There are no right or wrong answers since change and improvement are 
influenced by many different variables.
For each item, circle one of the three statements that best describes 
the way your principal works.
1. a. Respects district goals but insists on goals for school that
give priority to this school's student needs
b. Accepts district goals as school goals
c. Accepts district goals but makes adjustments at school level
to accommodate particular needs of the school
2. a. Identifies areas in need of improvement and initiates action
for change
b. Allows others to generate the initiative for any school 
improvement that is needed
c. Engages others in regular review of school situation to avoid 
any reduction in school effectiveness
3. a. Sorts through new ideas presented from within and outside the
school and implements those deemed to have high promise for
school improvement in designated priority areas
b. Open to new ideas and introduces some to faculty as well as 
allowing others in school to do so
c. Relies primarily on others for introduction of new ideas into 
the school
4. a. Anticipates the instructional and management needs of the
school and plans for them
b. Future goals/direction of school are determined in response to 
district level goals/priorities
c. Takes the lead in identifying future goals and priorities for 
the school and for accomplishing them
5. a. Collaborates with others in reviewing and identifying school
goals
b. Responds to teachers', students' and parents' interests in 
terms of goals of school and district
c. Establishes framework of expectations for the school and 
involves others in setting goals within that framework
6. a. Sets standards and expects high performance levels for
teachers, students, and self
b. Provides guidelines and expectations for teachers and parents 
to maintain effective operation of the school
c. Grants teachers much autonomy and independence and allows them 











a. Works with teachers, students, and parents to maintain 
effective operation of the school
b. Establishes instructional program as first priority; personal 
and collaborative efforts are directed at supporting that 
priority
c. Ensures that school and district policies are followed and 
strives to see that disruptions in the school days are minimal
a. Responds to requests and needs as they arise in an effort to 
keep all involved persons comfortable and satisfied
b. Expects all involved to contribute to effective instruction 
and management
c. Insists that all persons involved give priority to teaching 
and learning
a. Establishes, clarifies, and models norms for school
b. Allows school norms to evolve over time
c. Helps establish and clarify norms of the school
a. Meets district expectations for changes required
b. Accepts district expectations for change
c. Accommodates district expectations for change and pushes 
adjustments and additions that will benefit his/her school
a. Sanctions the change process and attempts to resolve conflicts 
when they arise
b. Directs the change process in ways that aim toward effective 
innovation use by all teachers
c. Maintains regular involvement in the change process, sometimes 
with a focus on management and at other times with a focus on 
the impact of the change
a. Uses information from a variety of sources for gaining 
knowledge of the innovation
b. Relies on information provided by other change facilitators, 
usually from outside the school, for knowledge of the 
innovation
c. Seeks out information from teachers, district personnel, and 
others to gain an understanding of the innovation and its 
demands
a. Develops sufficient knowledge about use to be able to make 
specific teaching suggestions and troubleshoot problems that 
may emerge
b. Becomes knowledgeable about general use of the innovation and 
what is needed to support use
c. Develops minimal knowledge of what use of the innovation 
entails
a. Gives teachers specific expectations and steps regarding use 
of the innovation
b. Communicates expectations relative to change only in very 
general terms
c. Informs teachers that they are expected to use the innovation
a. Closely monitors the change effort through classroom 
observation, review of lesson plans, and student performance
b. Monitors the change effort through planned conversations with 
individuals and groups and informal observations in 
instruction
c. Monitors the change effort primarily through brief, 










a. Information gained through monitoring is discussed with 
teachers and compared with expected behavior
b. Information gained through monitoring may or may not be 
discussed with a teacher
c. Information gained by monitoring is fed back directly to 
teachers, compared with expected behavior and a plan for the 
next steps, including improvement, is established
a. Ideas are offered by both staff and the principal and 
consensus is gradually developed
b. Ideas are registered by every staff member, with one or two 
most heavily influencing the ultimate flow
c. Ideas are sought from teachers as well as their reactions to 
principal's ideas; then priorities are set
a. Those who assume responsibility have considerable autonomy and 
independence
b. Coordinates responsibilities and stays informed about how 
others are handling their responsibilities
c. Establishes first which responsibilities will be delegated and 
how they are to be accomplished, then monitors closely the 
carrying out of tasks
a. Accepts the rules of the district
b. Respects the rules of the district but determines behavior by 
what is required for maximum school effectiveness
c. Lives by the rules of the district, but goes beyond minimum 
requirements
a. Actively involved in routine decision making relative to 
instructional and administrative affairs
b. Routine decisions are handled through established procedures 
and assigned responsibilities
c. As the deadlines approach, makes those decisions required for 
ongoing operation of the school
a. Allows all interested parties to participate in decision 
making or to make decisions independently
b. Allows others to participate in decision making and delegates 
decision making to others, but within carefully established 
parameters related to goals and expectations
c. Allows others to participate in decision making, but maintains 
control of the process through personal involvement
a. Believes teachers are responsible for developing the best 
possible instruction and established expectations consistent 
with this view
b. Believes teachers are professionals and leaves them alone to 
do their work unless they request assistance or support
c. Believes teachers are part of the total faculty and 
establishes guidelines for all teachers for involvement with 
the change effort
a. Monitors the progress of the change effort and attempts to 
anticipate needed assistance and resources
b. Anticipates the need for assistance and resources and provides 
support as needed (whether or not requested) and sometimes in 
advance of potential blockages
c. When requests for assistance or support are received, attempts 










a. Maintains close contact with teachers and the change effort in 
an attempt to identify things that might be done to assist 
teachers with the change
b. Relies on teachers to report how things are going and to share 
any major problems
c. Collects and uses information from a variety of sources to 
monitor the change effort and to plan interventions that will 
increase the probability of a successful, quality 
implementation
a. Takes the lead in identifying when teachers have the need for
increased knowledge and skills and will see to it that it is
provided, most likely using the personnel and resources from 
within the building
b. In addition to the regularly provided assistance, seeks and 
uses sources within and outside the school to develop teacher 
knowledge and skills
c. Relies on whatever training is available with the innovation 
to develop teachers' knowledge and skills
a. Provides direct programmatic support through interventions 
targeted to individuals and the staff as a whole
b. Provides general support for teachers as persons and as 
professionals
c. Support is directed to individual and subgroups for specific 
purposes related to the change as well as to provide for their 
personal welfare
a. Tries to minimize the demands of the change effort on the 
teachers
b. Keeps ever present demands on teachers for effective 
implementation
c. Modifies demands of the change effort to protect teachers from 
perceived overloads
a. Directs the ongoing operation of the school with emphasis on 
instruction through personal actions and clearly delegated 
responsibilities
b. Maintains low profile relative to day-to-day operation of the 
school
c. Is very actively involved in day-to-day management
a. Is well informed about what is happening in the school and who 
is doing what
b. Maintains a general sense of "where the school is" and how 
teachers are feeling about things
c. Maintains specific knowledge of all that is going on in the 
school including classrooms through direct contact with 
individual teachers and students.
a. Responds to others in a way that will be supportive to the 
operation of the school
b. Responds to others with concern but places student priorities 
above all else
c. Responds to others in a manner intended to please them
Thank you for taking time to fill out this survey.
Triads developed by Gene Hall and associates.
Research and Development Center for Teacher Education 
The University of Texas at Austin 





The following statements probe your beliefs about the desired 
relationship between you and your students and the school in which you 
work. Please respond to each statement based upon your current beliefs 
regarding your organizational role(s) in the school where you presently 
work. The response choices form a continuum from one extreme at the 
left (i.e., strongly agree) to the other extreme at the right (i.e., 
strongly disagree). Indicate the relative strength of your belief or 
feeling by circling one number that best reflects your view of that 
statement.
Remember, respond to the statements so that you indicate how you 
would like your relationship with the school in which you work and your 
students to be.
The scale used for indicating your response to each statement is 
as shown below;
SCALE:
1 2  3 4  5 6  7 8
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
ITEMS:
1. I try not to let the feeling and speculations 
of students sway me from holding with decisions 
I believe to be in their best interests.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
2. Students are usually very knowledgeable about 
professional/educational matters and therefore 
participate in decisions made in their regard.
should
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
3. Giving students what they want does not 
necessarily serve their best interests.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
4. Students often don't understand the complexity 
decisions I make in their best interest.
of
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
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5. I think my colleagues ought to be more flexible in
allowing their students to participate in decisions made 
in their regard.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
6. In order to serve my students effectively, it is important that 
they surrender their judgement to mine.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
7. In my relationships with students I discourage their 
attempts to dominate the situation.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
8. Rather than alter my approach, if a student expresses 
disapproval of my services, I often recommend 
he/she either seek help elsewhere or try to adjust 
to my approach.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
9. Ultimately my concern is in making professionally sound 
rather than popular decisions about students.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
10. I know my work and expect my students to respect the 
decisions I make in their regard.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
11. I believe independence from student influence is the 
hallmark of expert teaching/service.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
12. I shouldn't allow myself to be influenced by the 
opinions of those colleagues whose ideas do 
not reflect the thinking of the administration.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
13. I believe I should adjust my teaching to the 
administration's point of view.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
14. Typically the administration is better qualified 
to judge what is best for the students than I am.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
15. Personnel who openly criticize the administration of 
this school should be encouraged to go elsewhere.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
16. This school should not expect to have my wholehearted 
loyalty and support.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
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17. I believe it's important to put the interests of 
the school in which I work above everything else.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
18. It should be permissible for me to violate a
school/district rule if I'm sure that the best interests 
of the student will be served by doing so.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
19. In case of doubt about whether a particular teaching or
administrative practice is better than another, the primary 
test should be what seems best for the overall reputation of the 
school.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
20. I should try to put what I judge to be the standards and 
ideals of teaching into practice, even if the rules and 
procedures of this school/district discourage it.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
21. I believe that administrators and the school board should 
facilitate my work rather than direct it.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
22. My colleagues and I should try to live up to what we 
think are the standards of our occupation even if the 
administration or immediate community doesn't seem to 
respect them.




School Percent a b Residual Scores Residual Scores School Size of
# Free Lunches Location Locat i on from SDrinq 1991 from 1992 Size Faculty
1 22 N M 0.8 0.8 445 28
2 48 N R 0.8 1.0 192 15
3 39 N C 1.0 1.2 648 40
4 49 C C 0.9 1.2 437 29
5 50 C M 0.8 1.5 431 28
6 41 C U 0.8 1.2 437 29
8 47 C R 1.7 1.7 750 48
9 19 s C 1.8 0.9 426 20
11 24 u R 1.2 0.8 508 31
15 34 E U 0.9 0.9 814 41
61 27 S C 1.5 1.6 666 41
62 34 C R 1.3 1.9 1542 89
Average 36 608 37
Non Rescondinq School s
7 41 c C 1.2 1.0 750 48
10 30 s R 1.5 1.1 345 25
12 23 u U 0.8 0.8 712 25
13 18 u U 0.8 0.9 1365 74
14 39 E U 1.1 1.0 451 IS
Average 30 725 43
’ denotes; North(N), Central (C), South (S), East (E) , West (W)


















































































































a denotes; North(N), Central (C), South (S), East (E), West (W)




















































































* denotes; North(N), Central (C), South (S), East (E), West (W)


























































































































































Average 77 461 31
* denotes; North(N), Central <C), South (S), East (E), West (W)
b denotes; Metropolitan Core City (M), Urban Fringes (U), City (C), Town (T), Rural (R)
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